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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In' 1965 the State Legislature of Utah approved a new

program which was designed to extend the length and effec-

tiveness of the school year in Utah. In essence, the program

consisted of increased summer school opportunities for both

students and teachers. The Legislature appropriated $800,000

to be allocated to the forty school districts of Utah on the

basis of a formula to be determined and enacted by the

State Board of Education. This monei' 'was appropriated for a

dual purpose. It was hoped: (1) that the school districti

would be able to provide a broader scope of educational

experiences for summer school students, and (2)that they

would be able to employ a selected number of teachers both

for teaching and instructional tnprovement activities.

During the summer months of 1965, thirty-seven of

Utah's forty school districts participated in this new

program. The degree of participation varied, and the methods

of implementing the program were as individual as the

different school districts involved. There were only two

absolutely uniform features of all the summer programs:

(1) they were all partially or fully' supported by State funds,

and (2) they all had a comman goal: service to students.

They attempted to achieve this service both through direct
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teaching-learning situations and through planned activities

for the teachers which were designed for the improvement of

service to students during the regular school year.

I. THE PROBLEM

The program has not been through two phases of its

development. It has passed through the stage in which it

was an idea to be studied, debated, and planned; and it has

passed through the stage where it became a reality to be used

and adapted. Nbw it has reached the point where it must be

examined in retrospect. It is possible to see what the

programs hbped to do and what they tried to do. It is now

time to gather and critically examine.all-available data to

determine what they actually accomplished.

Statement of the problem. It was the purpose of this

study to examine the state supported extended year and

summer school program as it functioned in the state of Utah

during the summer of 1965. This.thesis was intended to be a

report rather than an evaluation, although recommendations

were made. The study attempted to provide facts, statistics,

opinions, and information which would provide an objective

picture for the use of the educators and legislators of Utah.

It was hoped that the information contained in this report

would enable the legislators and educators to make well-

informed decisions concerning the future of summer school

'4. :
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programs in Utah.

There were many questions which needed to be asked and

answered for the enlightenment of all concerned. Of course

the first concern Of everyone involved was the welfare of the

children, and because of this Concern, both the eduCators and

legislators of our state needed clear"and accurate informa-

tion in order to function effectively. This thesis sought to

answer the following questions:

1. 'llbw was the appropriated money actually sPent?

2. How were educational summer programs altered

because of this money?

3. Was more money needed?

4. Would.less have sufficed?

S. What were the opinions of parents, students, and

teachers about the program?

6. Did administrators follow their proposed programs?

7. What unforeseen problems developed?

8. To what extent was the program in accord with

national and international trends in education?

Suggestions for improvement of the program'were presented in

the recommendations made in Chapter V.

In addition to the specific report on the status of

Utah's summer program, this study attempted to answer the

foregoing questians by means of a review of pertinent litera-

ture. This reviaw consisted of a condensation of the ideas



of other people who have theorized and experimented with the

extended school year.

II. DELIMITATIONS

This thesis WAS a study of the 1965 summer school

programs in the forty school districts of Utah which were

supported by funds made available for extended-year programs

by the 1965 Legislature. The program under consideration

involved both elementary and secondary schools, and although

there were extensive summer programs in effect in state

supported colleges and universities, only those programs

provided by the forty Public School Districts of Utah were

included in this report. This study was intended to be

quantitative rather than qualitative in nature, and no

assessments or value judgments were intended or made except

those which were implied in the recommendations. Essentially,

it was reiatively easy to make an objictive study because it

was largely formulated around statistics. However, a part

of these statistics was taken fram opinion surveys, and

there is an inevitable element of subjectivity involved-when-

ever people are asked to express opinions and attitudes.

III. DEFINITION .OF TERMS USED

The following terms were used in this thesis as defined

or explained below:
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Diredt Teaching-learning

Direct teaching-learning is the face to face teaching

of students in an instructional program that has been

outlined and planned according to an approved course of

study.

In-service Training

The term in-service training include& the

. activities on the part of employed teadhers that
contribute to their professional growth and qualifica-
tions, for example, travel, professional reading, par-
ticipation in supervisory and curriculum development
programs, and attendance at summer-session courses.'

Curriculum Developent

Curriculum development is

. . the systematic procedure of developing a suit4
able curriculum for a partiaular school or school
system, involving organization of working committees
under expert direction, the choice of general and specific
aims of instruction, the selection of appropriate
curricular materials, methods of instruction, and means
of evaluation, the preparation _of official courses of
study, the trial and adoption of such courses of study,
and the provisian for continuous, methodical study,
evaluation and tmprovement ok the existing educational
program.2

Instructional Improvement 'Projects

The term instructional improvement projects referred

to those summer activities and projects which teachers

'Carter V. Good (ed.), Dictionary of Education (New
York: McGraw-Hill Company, 1959), p. 550.

2Ibid., p. 151
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undertook'in order to improve the quality of their teaching.

Make-up Class

A make-up class is "a class organized for pupils who

are behind in certain phases of their grade or course work

and who wish to overcome their deficiencies."3

Remedial Class

A remedial class is "a specia]ly selected group of

pupils in need of more intensive instruction in r,ome area in

education than is possible in the regular classroom."4

Extended-year Programs

Extended-year programs are those which are offered in

addition to the regular (usually 180-200 days) school year

and are designed to provide remedial, make-up, enriched, and

accelerated classes.

Ilk. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

In addition to the obviously most significant need of

providing enhanced educational opportunities to Utah's

students, the purpose of this study was to present a clear,

comprehensive, and accurate report of the 1965 extended-year

program to the next session of the Utah State Legislature.

The importance of this report is obvious. If the members of

3Ibid., p. 95. 4Ibid., p. 96.
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the Legislature are to act as an informed body, they must

have an unbiased source of information. The legislators have

a tremendous responsibility to the taxpayers of Utah to make

sure that this money which has been appropriated for the

extended-year is being used to accomplish the goals which

were designated when the bill was passed. They need,to know

how the plan which they proposed actually works so that they

can decide if further legislation and financial assistance is

needed.

In order to make sure that the legislators get this

type of information, both on this bill and others like it, a

law was passed which reads:

On or before the 1st day of October preceding each
biennial session of the legislature the state superin-
tendent shall present to the governor a report of the
administration of the system of public instruction.
There shall be printed at least one thousand copies of
his report and the laws relating to the schools which
shall be distributed under his direction. The super-
intendent in his report shall show:

(1) The amount of school revenue and its general
condition as to sufficiency or insufficiency.

(2) A full statement of the condition and amount
of all funds and property appropriated for educational
purposes,.5

This study was designed to meet the requirements of section

two witsh respect to the extended-year program.

At the same time that this report is providing a

5The
School Laws
Departuga7

State of Utah Department of Public Instruction,
of the State of Utah (Salt Lake City: The
763), 137T6;-cTfTrTg Utah Code Annotated, 1953.



+/,:,54.--eCc)....d :AA. VA; aag'sorote.,.. sAs

8

vital service for the'legislators of Utah, it also fills a

need for those educators who are involved in making the

extended-year plan operate effectively. The teachers and

administrators who participated in summer programs can bene-

fit by seeing how their individual programs compared with

others. How many schools offered art classes? When

were classes held? Was air conditioning needed? Answers

to questions such as these can provide teachers and adminis-

trators with an opportunity to compare information with their

colleagues and benefit from the experience of others. This

report also gave the teachers and administrators an oppor-

tunity to'let the legislators know their beliefs and convic-

tions concerning the controls instituted by the state, the

effectiveness of the program, and their desires for the

future development of the extended-year.

It WAS hoped that through providing needed informa-,

tion this study could help both the legislators and educators

solve some of the complex problems which beset Utah's educa-

tional system.

V. METHODS AND PROCEDURES

The information contained in this study was obtained

fram three major sources: (1) an oral il..6erview with each

districtt superintendent, (2) a personal visit to selected

schools, and (3) questionnaires which were distributed to a

random sample of parents, students, and teachers.
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The first step in gathering tha ihformation uSed in-

this report consisted of an oral interview with each district

superintendent. The interview was given orally because it

was believed that in a face to face situation communication

would be improved. It was desired to accord the administra-

tors an opportunity to explain details and make any comments

which might be pertinent. The basic question asked was-:

"Are you following the program which you submitted?" The

rest of the interview was devoted to a specific examination

of the financing and miscellaneous details of local adMihia-

tration of-this program.
6

After each superintendent had been contacted, the

researcher then made a personal visit tothirty-one secondary

and,twenty-five elementary schools which were participating'

in the prOposed program. The purpose of these visits was to

observe the plan in operation. During these visita notatiOns

and observations were made of such things as the physical

plant, the type of classes being taught, the number and

percentage of students in attendance, and the instructional

methods being used. At the same time several of the Students

and teachers were interviewed informally; ihey ware asked to

express opinions and attitudes about the summer program.

This personal contact helped the observer to visuali7e the*

6See Appendix B,, p. WI for a sample interview form.
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program in terms of concrete reality rather than an abstract

theory.7

The third and most comprehensive phase of gathering

data consisted of the formulation of questionnaires to be

given to a ralidom sample of parents, students, and teachers.

The parent and student questionnaires were distributed on

the following basis: In each instance half of the allotment

of students directly answered questionnaires and the parents

of the remaining half were asked to complete questionnaires.

Further, in the largest districts, those with 1,001 or more

students, were to question 5 per cent of the people involved;

the middle-sized districts, those with between 201 and 1,000

students, were to question 8 per cent; and the small dis-

tricts, those with 200 or less enrolled, were to distribute

the questionnaire to 11 per cent of the students and parents.

Teacher questionnaires were distributed as follows: 50 per

cent of the teachers in the largest districts were randomly

sampled; 25 per cent of those in the middle-sized districts;

and lO'per cent of the teachers in the small districts were

given the questionnaire. The student population figures

were based upon the estimated summer school enrollment. In

order to insure that the questionnaires would be distributed

randonly, they were sent to the district superintendents with

tSee Table VIII, p. 76, for a list of the schools
visited.



the following instructions:

Randomly select students from the summer
school students enro led. One-half of these
students will answer only the student questionnaire. The

other half ( students) are asked to take a parent
questionnaire FORF to be completed by parents. An
example is given to clarify this procedure.

Example: If your district were to have 200 students in
the summer school program and you were to
receive a total of 10 student and parent ques-
tionnaires, these questionnaires would.be
distributed as follows: First, identify every
tenth student enrolled to be a participant.
Twenty students would thus be identified.
Second, every other student of the twenty
identified would fill out a student question-
naire. Third, the remaining alternate students
would take home a parent questionnaire for .

parent completion.

VI. oRdANIZATION

The rmainder of the thesis was organized as follows:

CHAPTER

II. Review of the Literature

III. The Proposed Utah Program

IV. The PrOgram in Action

V. 'Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations .



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Since 1904 when the extended school year was intro-

duced into the American school, it has been a subject of con-

siderable controversy and debate. There was a period between

1910 and 1930 when the various versions of the extended

school year received a great deal of attention; then, inter-

est seemed to lag for a period. It took the population

explosion following the Second World War and the increased

tenslons and pressures of the ideological struggle with

Russia to make the American public conscious mice again of

the need for consideration of the extended school year.

During the year6 1955-65 the extended year once again

entered the forefront of projects which were being considered

as possible solutions to educational problems.

As would te expected, there is an extensive supply of

written material available on the subject of the extended

school year. Hbwever, there are two main drawbacks which

one encounters when searching for information: (1) the mate-

rial available is extremely repetitious, and (2) it tends to

be theoretical rather than. experimental and general rather

than specific. Large numbers of people have ideas and

opinions on the subject of the extended school year, but very

few have had any practical experience. Hack commented on

6
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this problem by saying that although extended-year programs

have been controversial, there ims been a "dearth of rigorous

research!' on the subject, and as a result, almost everything

written comes under the heading of "theorizing.1

The explanation for apathy abaut the extended school

year was simple. On one hand, there was currently a cnitical

need for improved educational programs, and the extended year

offered one rather obvious potential solution, but on the

other hand, testing any year-round program would have probably

required such drastic changes and reorganization that few

school systems were desperate enough to experiment with such

a major break with tradition. In his article, "The Length

of the School Day and the School Year," Oldham remarked that

a major deterent to even considering the use of an extended

year is that most administrators would rather, feel secure

than daring: they "cherish the tried and true predetermined

school calendar."2 Educators have been willing to try new

ideas and methods but only if these innovations fall within

the range of the traditional school calendar. Fawcett

summed the situation up nicely when he said:

'Walter G. Back, "Year-Round School: A Review Essay,"
Theory into Practice, 1:173, June, 1962.

2Francis H. Oldham, "The Length of the School Day and
the School Year," The Bulletin of the National Association
of Secondary-SchoorTrincipals,-46TI74, September, 1962.



However we have only atmed at performing better
those tasks which we have already been doing with a
reasonable degree of competency. We have looked with
interest at teaching devices but we have been reticent
to lift our yision beyond the questionable security of
the winter-time classroom in a genuine effort to
determine whether or not there are new, effective ways of
accomplishing our mission.3

Because of the limited amount of factual information avail-

able, almost any conclusions drawn from the review of litera-

ture must be relegated to the level of opinion.

I. DEVELOPMENT OF THE TRADITIONAL CALENDAR

Before beginning a review of plans to change the

length of the school year, perhaps it would be appropriate

to make a statment concerning the development of the present

school calendar. The nine-month calendar was adopted during

the time when the American society was basically agrarian.

Rural life dominated the American scene, and the role of the

children on the farm was a vital one. They helped with the

planting, cultivation, and harvesting of crops; they did work

which could not have been done without them. However, this

situation has changed so radically that now only a small pro-

portion of the population is actually involved in growing

food, and for that minority, work has become increasingly

medhanized. There is no longer any economic reason why

3Novice G. Fawcett, "A New Challenge to Education,"
Theory into Practice, 1:128, June, 1962.
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children should have a three-month vacation, but in spite of

the fact that the necessity has disappeared, the nine-month

calendar has become a tieeply ingrained American folkway.

Many educators, such as Sarner and Hamann, have pointed

out that this tradition is not, in and of,itself, a valid

reason for maintaining the status quo. In an article

entitled "Why*180 Days of School?" Sarner systematically

showed how we arrived at 180 days as the "magic" numl:er by a

process of elimination. He said that aar calendar is a

reult of simple arithmetic and a long summer vacation and

that "education'cannot defend the position it has assumed

in regard to the length of the school year."4 Haman made a

related statement when he said: "Traditional ruts' such as

the 180 day schOol year obviously are not sacrosanct, and

certainly were not set up because of sound psychological or

educational research."5 It is becaming increasingly clear

that in the future the length of the school year is going to

be determined by a more logical criterion than tradition.

The next question is: "Why should the school calendar

be altered?" As was mentioned previously, it took the

stimulus of two strong sets of pressures to bring the idea of

4David Sarner, "Why 180 Days of School?" The Clearing
House, 34:181, November, 1959.

SHenry A. Hamann, "A Break-Thru of Tradition, Wiscon-
sin Journal of Education,"94:16, February, 1962.
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the extended year back into prominence. First, the popula-

tion explosion following the Second World War created an

inevitable shortage of classrooms. And second, the ideo-

logical struggle with Russia made it clear that survival

would depend on our ability to develop and maintain a rapidly

expanding fund of technological knowledge.

II. THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR AND THE

GROWING POPULATION

The first stimulus, the population explosion, created

problems which were largely a matter of finance. Many

communities could nnt possibly afford a-building program

which would be extensive enough to meet their needs; In

searching for a solution to their problems, some of these

communities considered increased use of existing facilities

as an answer. It seemed illogical to allow the school

building to.be unused Por three months when students were

forced to attend in double shifts for the remainder of the

year: Plans for the extended year which were developed

solely out of economic necessity were usually formulated as

temporary solutions to unfortunate problems.

III. THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR AND IMPROVED

EDUCATION

The reasoning behind the creation of extended-year

programs which resulted out of the "cold war" situation was
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of an entirely different nature.- Hechinger aptly expressed

this new line of reasoning when he said:

. . For the first time the realization has dawned
on the country as a whole--oh editorial writers as well
as on the great mass of citizens--that learning is no
luxury. Schools have become a symbol of survival.
Quality of education and the search for talent have
turned into National Priority Number One.6

Russia obviously placed, and places, tremendaus value upon

education, and it has not taken Americans long to realize

that drastic measures are needed if "Johnny" is going to

keep up with "Ivan."

As time goes by, this "cold war" keeps expanding, and

as it expands, the pressures mount. Now Americans are

engrossed in a space race which further dramatizes the need

for more and better education. Demands for quantities of

specific knowledge have become an integral part of our

society. In the article, "The Many Faces of the Twelve-

Month School," McIntosh pointed out that not only is the

"level of skill" rising, but also the ability required to-

understand everyday happenings is increasing tremendously.7

Children are growing up amidst a technological expansion

which staggers the imagination. It is their right to have

an education which will make it possible for them to live

6Fred M. Hechinger, "The Pro and Con of Year-Round
School," Parents, Magazine, 33:35, January, 1958.

7W. R. McIntosh, "The Many Faces of the Twelve-Month
School," Illinois Education, 49:395, May, 1961.
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in, and perhaps improve, their world. In order to do this,

they will need all the knowledge, skills, and understanding

which they can obtain!

The need for classroom space and the pressures caused

by world tension brought the idea of the extended year to

the foreground of educational thought, but these are not the

only factors which currently motivate thnse educators who are

working for the adoption of some form of the extended year.

In addition to the drawing cards of additional time and

space, there are also the considerations of the effects on

the professional status of teachers which the extended year

would have.

IV. EFFECTS OF THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR ON

TEACHER STATUS

One of the major problams which besets education

systems throughout the country is drawing high caliber per-

sonnel into the teaching profession. The core of this

problem is usually identified as the notoriously low salaries

which teachers receive. Educators in favor of the extended

year maintain that if teaching were more than a part-time

job, salaries would have to be increased, and as a result,

professional status would rise. They point out thpl .t is

highly improbable that large numbers of intelligent people

will choose a profession which forces them to seek summer
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employment as waitresses and construction workers. In recog-

nition of this need for higher professional standards, a

group of teachers in Pennsylvania decided to take an initial

step by signing a pledge which committed them to teaching as

a full-time job.8 For teachers, some form of the extended

year will probably become a necessity.

V. THE AASA PROPOSALS FOR THE EXTENDED

SCHOOL YEAR

Having made these general comments on the basic

reasons why the extended year is being considered, the next

step is to enumerate and explain the most significant of the

extended-year plans which have been proposed. Of course,

an infinite variety of programs has been suggested at one

time or another, but almost all of the plans can be placed

into one of four basic categories. The American Association

of School Administrators (AASA) has published a pamphlet

entitled Year-Round School. In it they outline, define, and

explain these four main variations of the extended year.

The Association gives the four programs the following titles:

A Staggered Quarter for All; a Full 48-Meek School Year for

All; A Voluntary Summer Program; A Summer Program for

81William Bruce, "Better Teachers; Better Pay," The
American School Board Journal, 149:29, October, 1964.
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Professional Personne1.9 For the remainder of this thesis

these titles will be used to describe the various programs.

VI, A STAGGERED QUARTER FOR ALL

The most frequently proposed of the four programs is a

staggered quarter for all. The crux of this proposal is that

the year will be divided into four quarters, and the students

will attend three of these four quarters. ''But instead of

having all the children in school during the same three .

quarters, the vacation periods will be rotatad so that

there will always be one-fourth.of the student body desig-

nated on an imposed three-month vacation. This means that

sone of the children will have their vacations in the winter,

some in the fall, and so cal. This plan would allaw teadhers

to be employed on a year-round basis if they so desired. The

entire school year would consist of about forty-eight weeks

with thirty days left for vacations. The American Associa-

tion of School Administrators provided the following-chart

as an illustration:
10

9American Association of School Administrators,

Year-Round School (Washington: Amtrican Association of

School AdmiairFitors, 1960), PP. 4-5.

10Ib1d., p. 7.

4.
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A STAGGERED YEAR SCHEDUIE

12 lleeks 12 Ihrdke,e 12 Weeks 12 Weeks

Group A____,-vacation

GrouR2 vacation

Group C vacation

Group D vacation

Advanta es of a 2.11E01,21 Quarter
.or

The staggered quarter is almost always offered as a

solution to economic diffimlties because, at least on the

surface, it appears that 25 per cent mDre children can be

educated for about the same amount of money. The advantages

usually given are as follows:

1. Each child attends school for the usual amount of

time, but 25 per cent more children can be educated without

increasing the number of buildings, teachers., or playgrounds.

2. Double shifts and the shorter days which accompany

them would be eliminated. Lombardi, who reported on a study

by a Los Angeles committee which was considering the

staggered quarter, stated that

. . the adoption of all-year school would benefit
6 per cent of the elementary, 12 per cent of the junior
high, and 8 per cent of the high school students. Half-
day sessions could be eliminated in 20 per cent of the
elementary schools .

11

11John Lombardi, "The Los Angeles Study of Year-Round

es........woormwhar....4WOO~IOMMOMIMINIMMISOMINCIWOORPRINIK
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. .

3. The status of ths teaching profession would rise

because of the possibility of full-time work.

4. There would be less turnover in the teaching

profession.

S. There would be less need for new buildings and

equipment.

6. Students could graduate on schedule.

Cox, who reported a study by a consultant firm on a

practical solution to the Utah school problem using the

staggered quarter summarized

while the proposed educational plan would presnt
new problems in planning, in scheduling and in adminis-
tration, these are basically problems of adjustment to a

new system to break with tradition,12

Considered by itself, this list of advantages is

quite impressive, but When a comparative list of disadvan-

tages is included, the picture changes.

Disadvanta es of a Staggered
uar er or ir

1. One of the most difficult problems created by the

staggered quarter is that of family vacation scheduling.

People with two or more children would have to have their

children's vacations come at the same time or else it would

Operation," Theory into Practice, 1:132, June, 1962.

12E. R. Cox associates, "A practical solution to ths

Utah School ProblerC," July 20, 1964. (Typewritten.)
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be virtually impossible for them to take vacations together.

In addition, it has become a cultural pattern to have large

amounts of free tims in the summer. Who wants to take a

vacation in March? If parents were allowed to decide, it

seems probable that almost everyone would choose the warm

months, and if the school administrators arbitrarily set up

the distribution, thei.e would inevitably be large groups of

dissatisfied parents.

2. Only if the number of students enrolled.can be

divided by four can this plan operate without serious educa-

tional implications for the students concerned. This not

only creates complex problems of registration and curriculum

development, but it also makes it virtually impossible for

the plan to operate effectively in a school which has small

enrollments. The Research Division of the National Educa-

tion Association explained the problem in this manner:

Optimal conditions must prevail for ths theoretical
economy to become fully operative, and optimal condi-
tions are not often present. If a school is overcrowded,
tha all-year plan can help to ease the load: But the
full savings can be obtained only if ths number of
pupils can be divided exactly by four so that a capacity
load will be in attendance every quarter. The loads
must be exactly divisible by three so that each quarter
the pupils in attendance use every roam to capacity.
Unused classrooms or teachers wh substandard loads
reduce the theoretical economy.1,3

UNational Education Association, Research Division
Ths All-Year School (Washington, D.C.: National Education
TIF6CTEETZH7 195b), p. 10.
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3. A third perplexing problem is the scheduling of

extra-curricular activities. Should the whole football team

automatidally be registered for the fall term, the basketball

players in the winter, and track team members in the spring?

And will the debators, the band members, and the scholars

all be allowed to attend- school during appropriate seasons?

Once again the question of how to decide who attends school

at what time poses complex problems.

4. Another administrative drawback which McIntosh

pointed out is that there would have to be four distinct

periods of reorganization.* This means that the children

would have to adjust to new classes, classmates and teachers

four times instead of once, and much time would be lost just

in getting the classes functioning smoothly. Furthermore,

the four upheavals would probably call for an increase in the

administrative staff and thus cut down on some of the sug-

gested economy.

5. A fifth problem concerns what should be done with

those pupils who are out of school in fall, winter, and

spring. Many educators project that these unusual vacation

periods might result in an increased amount of juvenile

delinquency because there are few communities with recrea-

tional facilities Which operate during tha conventional school

l41cIntosh, 22. cit., P. 393.
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year. It is obvious that families and communities would

have to devise programs which would take the place of summer

camps, summer work experience, and other recreational and

vocational services.

6. Winther in his article "Longer School Year Data

Inconclusive" commented on a sixth problam which results from

the presence of the fourth quarter--summer.15 It is safe to

assume that unless many school buildings were air conditioned

the heat Would be so oppressive as to cause considerable dis-

comfort to teachers and students. If the children were

sleepy and uncomfortable, it is probable that little learning

Temuld take place. This means that in most states extensive

air conditioning systems would have to be installed, and,

thus, more of the proposed savings would be eliminated.

7. A seventh problem results from the fact that in

order to get the program started, many students would have to

attend school for over a year without a vacation.

8. Lipson, in an editorial entitled "The Dilemma Abt

the Year-Round School," pointed out two more flaws which

plague the staggered quarter.16 The first, and less serious

of these is that many students would graduate at odd times

15A. I. Winther, "Longer School Year Data Inconclu-
sive," Wisconsin Journal of Education, 96:20, January, 1964.,

16Shirley Lipson, "The Dilemma of the Year-Round
School," 2122222 into Practice, 1:123, June, 1962.
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and have long waits before they could enter college. The

second and more perplexing problem is created by the tremen-

dous mobility of our population. Unless schools all over the

nation were involved, there would be adjustment problems for

students transferring into and out of schools using the

staggered program.

9. Although there is no additional strain on pupils,

many educators, such as Winther, feel that the additional

lords on the teachers might cause excessive strain.17 It has

also been pointed out that if teachers are allowed to teach

all four quarters, teaching might deteriorate because of

lack of time for travel, extensive preparation, or additional

college work.

10. The last, and perhaps the most significant,

criticism made of the staggered quarter for all systems is

that it actually represents no economic advantages, and if

this accusation is accurate, then there is really no point

in using the system. Lipson commented that "econamic gains

are not usually cited by persons familiar with school

finance," and she went on to mention that those persons who

are thoroughly acquainted with the econamics involved in

running a school "discount such supposed advantages rather

quickly."18 For instance, James stated that "any effort to

17Winther, op. cit., p.

1 8Lipson, op. cit., p. 122.
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reduce tha per capita cost of capital investment is over-

balanced by the I. or 5 fold increase in the cost of personal

services."19 Facilities and supplies wear out more quickly

through constant use; buses have to run year-round, and

teachers' salaries have to be increased. Moon also mentioned

that painting and repairing of buildings would have to be

done at night or on week-ends, and as a result, costs would

rise.
20 Add to this the cost of air conditioning and the

supposed economies may well disappear.

Experiments with the Staggered
Quarter

So far, the discussion of the staggered quarter for

all has been largely theoretical. However, it is possible to

discuss this program on a more concrete basis because it has

actually been tried in a few places, and several other

districts have investigated the possibility of adopting it

quite thoroughly. In his report about the Los Angeles study

of the staggered system Lombardi mentioned that the program

is not new. It was first tried in Bluffton, Indiana in 1904.

"Since then," Lombardi said,

all educational levels in about fifteen school systems
have been involved in some form of all-year plan, but

.I9Thomas James, "Is Year-Round School Operation
Economical?" Theory into Practice, 1:141, June, 1962.

20James V. Moon, "The Extended School Year," Educa-
tion, 84:557, May, 1964.
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usually less than one-half of the schools in any one
system have been induced at one time.21

Some of the places which have tried the plan are: Omaha,

Nebraska; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Ardmore and Tulsa, Okla-

homa; Amarillo and El Paso, Texas; and Ambridge and Aliquippa,

Pennsylvania. All of these places have since abandoned the

plan. Among the most frequently given reasons are:

(1) difficulty of maintaing the physical plant; (2) parental

objections; and (3) cost.

In addition to these school districts which have

actually tried the staggered system, there have been several

districts which have made quite thorough imvestigations. In

1962, the Fairfield Citizen School Study Council, Connecticut,

made a study and decided that any possible econamic advan-

tages would be outweighed by social and administrative

drawbacks.
22 In 1957 Atlanta also carried out extensive

research and found that the savings involved would be so

small as to be insignificant. Fulton and DeKalb, Georgia,

also decided that a four-quarter plan would cost more than

constructing new buildings.
23 Finally, the Los Angeles

21Lombardi, op. cit., p. 132.

22American Association of School Administrators,
22. cit., p. 11.

23National Education Association, Research Division,
NEA Research Memo (Washington, D.C.: The Association, 1964),

P. 4.
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study concluded that the plan would meet with too much

public resistance and create too many administrative

problems.24 The resul'ts of all the information gathered frum

theorizing, research, and actual experimentation can be

summed up in the simple statement that the staggered quarter

for all has been uniformly rejected.

VII. A PruLL 148-WEEK SCHOOL YEAR FOR ALL

The American Association of School Administrators

gives.the following explanation of the full 48-week school

year for all:

A full 48-week school year in which students attend
four quarters of approximately 12 weeks each. Approxi-
mately four weeks will be left for vacation in this plan
of operation. This vacation will likely be distributed
among appropriate times throughout the year such as the
Christmas and Easter holiday seasons and other periods
that may be set up in the school calendar. This type
of program gives students an opportunity to accelerate
and complete four years of work in three years, or to
take additional courses. Under this type of
organization, teachers work 48 weeks witp approximately
30 days for vacation, and so do pupils.2

The reasons which motivate the suggestion of this

plan are not primarily economic in nature. It is universally

agreed that this plan would cost the taxpayers more, but in

return, it hopes to give the children a better education.

24Lombardi, op. cit., p. 132.

25American Association of School Administrators, a.
cit., p. 5.



This plan has received quite a lot of attention for the

simple reason that many educators have predicted that Ameri-

can education will evolve to a forty-eight-week year anyway.

James pointed out that prior to World War I the school cal-

endar was less than 160 days, and the trend is to gradually

add days as the years go by. 26 In fact, several schools in

New York state will experiment with lengthening the school

year by remaining open 210 to 215 days. Beginning in 1964,

several schools will participate in a three-year controlled

experiment which will try to test the effectiveness of

different aspects of the extended year.27

Advantages of a 48-week School
.Year

. For the mst part, the advantages of a forty-eight-

week year are obvious:

1. Pupils could more easily repeat grades failed.

2. Gifted children could complete their elementary-

secondary education in nine years. This would allow future

doctors and other professional people to complete their

educations while they are still young.

3. The professional status of teachers would rise.

4. Teachers would get to know students better. JOseph

26James, 22. cit., p. 141.

27Robert F. Williams, "Lengthening the School Year,"
Virginia Journal of Education, 57:7, October, 1963.
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O'Rourke argued that the extended year would promote "teach-

ing with greater care and depth"Atnd would allow for "more

time for gathering data regarding child development."2.q

5:..There would be more time to teach floe knowledge

and skills necessary for modern living.

6...McIntosh believed that this system would eliminate

much.of the reteaching which comes at the end of every

summer.29

.Disadvantages of a 4.8-wee
School Year

he disadvantages of the forty.-eight-week.school year

are not quite,so .serious as those of the staggered quarter;.

nevertheless, there is still strong resistance to this

program from both teachers and the public in general.

1. The plan is expensive.

2, Students who graduate after nine years are too

young to adjust.to college or regular employment. Williams

Cited Packett, be, Assistant .to the Richmond Superintendent

of Schools, as iaying "part of education lies in maturing.3°

3. A poll taken by The Nation's Schools shows that

two-thirds of the adiinistrators polled were against all-year

schools.- These professional educators were against the plan

'28J6seph O'Rourke, "The Extended School Year: A
Teacher's View," Theory into Practice, 1:167, June, 1962.

29McIntosh, op. cit., p. 303.

30Williams, op. cit., p. 7.
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because "teachers need a breather."31

4. Many people believe that long summer vacations

give children an opportunity for learning experiences which

are more significant than those which they can obtain in

school. Bullock said: "Summer is the time when a multitude

ofnon-school agencies make available to youth, educational

experiences inestimable in Value." He lists such activities

as athletic leagues, outdoor activities, travel; and experi-

ences which create links between parents and children.32

Caughey supported him by saying: "A child needs to learn to

live and share with his own family," and she feels that

summer is the ideal time for this experience.33

5. Hanson, the superintendent of schools in Rock

Island, Illinois, had perhaps the most original reason for

objecting to the extended year. He argued:

Automation is no joke That being true, why not
teach children how to live with hard work for nine
months and with healthful recreation, wise use of mind,

and satisfying hobby activities for three months? . . .

Leave the school year at nine months with the added idea

that learning should go on until we die.34

31"A1l-Year School Can Wait," The Nation's Schools,
73:84, March, 1964.

32Robert Bullock, "Some Cultural Implications of

Year-Round Schools," Theory into Practice, 1:151, June, 1962

33Dorothy Caughey, "Sound Off: A Twelve-month School

Program Should Be Put into Effect," The Instructor, 69:8,

March, 1960.

34Ear1 H. Hanson, "What About Twelve-Month Schools?"

Education, 84:382, January, 1964.



VIII. A VOLUNTARY SUMMER PROGRAM

Year-Rouad School contains the following description

of this program:
4

A regular 36- to 40-week program with a summer
program,varying in length from four weeks to 12 weeks.
The regular.program runs in the conventional manner with
a conventional curriculum. Some opportunities are
:provided for remedial.and makeup work in the summer
school program; but major emphasis is usually placed on
'course offerings and experiences above and beyond What
is offered during the regular term, such As advanced
courses in science, mathematics, literature, social
studies; music, drama, arts and crafts, personal typing,
special vocational experiences, and physical education.
This type of program is used to supplement the regular
36-week session. Faculty members could serve in the
summer program as a matter of choice, or the full faculty
could be used with staggered assignments, with some being
permitted to do professional.sproduction work, to travel,
or to attend summer school.3,

This plan is generally thought to be the mDst accept-

able of the programs which plan for longer attendance on the

part of students because it allows for more and better educa-

tion on a strictly voluntary basis. "There is a strong

precedent for summer school for slow learners, but now mst

schools are beginning to add accelerated and enrichment

classes which bring opportunities for educational experi-

ences."36 Summer school can potentially offer such a variety

of educational experiences that it becomes relatively easy to

meet the needs of almost every student.

=11011111.1M

35American Association of School Administrators, op.
cit., p. 11.

36Winther, op. cit., p. 20.



IX. A SUMMER PROGRAM FOR PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL

The American Association of School Administrators

gives this explanation of the plan:

*

. . A regular 36- to 40-week program for students
with the faculties serving an additional 10-12 weeks or a
reasonable proportion thereof with assignments devoted
to improving the program of services to students during

the coming year. Faculty members would be assigned to

summer workshops, special summer work in universities,
curriculum studies, the preparation of special materials
for instruction, and similar activities.J7

The unusual feature of this plan is that it involves

the students only indirectly. As this plan was described,

only teachers attend school the fourth quarter. This, of

course, allows them to be employed on a full-time basis, but

causes no disruptions in patterns of family and community

life. For those who advocate this plan the big drawing card

is the possibility of improved education through improved

educators, techniques, curricula and materials. Many edu-

cators feel that this plan offers a feasible key to making

teaching more professional, to drawing high caliber person-

nel, to finding professional stability, and to making optimum

use of the students, time.

Nesbitt, who said that good teaching depends on good

preparation, saw summer professional programs as the answer

to an age-old dilemma:

37American Association of School Administrators, op.
cit., p. 5.
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. Historically, the teacher, upon.graduationJirom
the accepted training program, was assumod to be prepared
to teach forever: Those who found they were not pre-
pared probably assumed their condition to be unique;
therefore a great deal of widnight oil was consumed.in
nn effort to "save facet"30

Later, he said that these programs will shift part of the

burden of making sure that a teacher's preparation is

adequate to the administration rather than the 'individual

teacher.39

In recognition of the worth of this additional prepara-

tion, many school systems are setting up "career" teaching

programs. Under these programs the teachers are hired for

eleven months of the year, and their salaries are increased

accordingly. During the summer months they usually rotafe

between such activities as in-service training, travel,

summer teaching, and college attendance.

One of these "career" plans is cUrrently in operation

in Glencoe, Illinois. Wenger described it as an "in-service

program designed to promote growth in teaCh'er competence and

provide enrichment and special help.' All teachers are

38william 0. Nesbitt, "The Extended Year for Teachers
to Plan and Prepare," California Journal of Secondary .

Education, 35:257, April, 1960.

39Ibid.

10.Marjorie Wenger, "Glencoe's Summer Program Has Two
Aims: Competence and Enrichment," The Nation's Schools, 64:

58, October, 1959.
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automatically career teachers. New teachers are required to

participate in in-service training immediately, and experi-

enced teachers are required to participate one year in every

four. The administrators at Glencoe believe that in-service

training is an important bridge in the gap between college

and the first year of teaching. Wenger commented that this

orientation provides two important services for the new

teachers: (1) it gives them a sense of belonging, and

(2) it gives them the security of knowing what to expect.41

For the experienced teacher the following benefits were

listed: (1) time to prepare, (2) increased competence, and

(3) personal growth.42

X. A POSSIBL7 COMBINATION

At a glance it is obvious that two of, these programs,

A Voluntary Summer Program and A Summer Program for Profes-

sional Personnel, could quite easily be combined into one

plan. The objectives of the two programs are such that it

would be possible for students t) receive the full benefit

of summer school, and at the same time, teachers could be

gaining experience, planning for the future, -.nd producing

and reviewing new educational materials. For instance, the

teachers who are receiving in-service training need experience

711.1111/1,

4lIbid., p. 61. 42Ibid., p. 59.
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with accelerated as well as remedial classes, and summer

lchool provides an ideal opportunity. Since the suggested

iummer program is "voluntary" it is probable that the

enrollment figures would never be as extensive as those

during the regular year, and as a result, part of the faculty

could be freed for advanced college work, travel, ar

Curriculum development without upsetting the operation of the

summer school. In recognition of this possibility it is

tnteresting to note that the American Association af,School

Administrators hinted at the combination when, at the end -of

their description of the Voluntary Summer Program they men-

tioned;

. . Faculty members could serve in the summer pro.,
gram as a matter of choice, or the full faculty could
be used with staggered assignments, wi4- some being per-
mitted to do professional Rroduction to travel,
or to attend summer school.43

XI. SUMMARY

Through this explanation of the four basic programs

Which are usually proposed, it is possible to see that the

Many sides of the question make the extended year a difficult

subject to discuss. As McEntire said:

. . The wide ramifications of the issue are an
obstacle to communicative discussion, for persons

MINIII11111111.i.

43Amorican Association of School Administrators, 22
Cit., p. 11.
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debating the question often seem to talk past eadh other,
addrppsing themselves to different facets of the prob-
lem.44

The only logical conclpsion which can be reached as a result

of this summary Is that more research needs to be done.

Winther stated: "The next logical step is a more sophisti-
-.

cated method of inquiry;" we need "controlled experimental

investigations built upon precise design to permit the gather-

ing of answers to specific questions."45 This, of course,

will reqtare the combined efforts and co-operation of

e.ducators and the public.

In essence, this thesis was formulated to gather

scme of these answers to specific questions which Winther

sugiest4d. It was hoped that through a carefully designed

investigation of Utah's summer program, information-could be

obtained which would make a significant contribution to the

body of knowledge which has already been acb.umulated concern-

ing the extended year. As a starting point, Chapter III will

contain a description of the program which the Legislature

proposed.

44David McEntire, "The Academic Year: Nine Months or
Twelve," American Association of Universiti Professors'.
Bulletin:77707 riamber, 14E3.

145Winther, 2E. cit., p. 20.



CHAPTER III

UTAH'S PROPOSED PROGRAM FOR EXTENDED EDUCATION

The extended school year program which was adopted in

the state of Utah in 1965 was a combination of a voluntary

summer program and a summer program for professional person-

nel. Although summer schools had existed in Utah for many.

years prior to this legislative action, they had been almost

entirely devoted to make-up and remedial work. The signifi-

cant difference between these conventional summer schools

and the type proposed by the legislature consisted of a

radically expanded range of services.'

As was nontioned earlier, the legislation allowed

that this expanded service to students could come in either,

or both, of two wAys: first, through direct teaching-

learning situation for students during the summer months; and

second, through teachers' summer activities which were

designed for the tmprovement of services to students during

the regular school year.

Under the first division, direct teaching-learning

-"The information used-inthisdhapter was obtained
principally from a description of the legislation published
by the State Department of Public Instruction, Administra-
tion Standards and Procedures for ImpmentLng State Board of
EUTIFirra-TOUVITi TO77R1Triael-Year an ummer-WEEE61--"--
7175-Fittriin School nitricts in "UTE (S7.11Elikg City:
epar menr-of PubTi-6-117g1-1776a7n7-776.5).
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situations, the motivating goal was to extend learning

opportunities and to meet the needs of youngsters not met

during the regular school year program. There are many

ways in which this goal could be attained. Among those

Which were suggested by the State Board of Education were

such activities as: regular courses; enrichment courses,

make-up work, remedial and special education,,,plasses,

P

advanced or accelerated classes, field tripsi workshops, and

summer camps. In short, the proposed program was seeking to

provide opportunities for exploration and experimentation in

special interest areas, depth and breadth in course work, and,

assistance for special needs.

I. EDUCATION FOR TEACHERS

Under the second category, teachers' summer activities

other than those directly involving students, the proposed

program suggested that such activities as the following be

included: preparing materials for instruction; writing

curriculum materials; study guides and units for teaching;

surveying new instructional materials and equipmem; review-

ing evaluative procedures; selecting textbooks and other

materials; doing research; correlating curriculum throughout

the various grades; producing TV and radio programs; pre-

paring tapes and other audio-visual aids and devices; gaining

new insights into how children learn; and participating in

district sponsored in-service development programs in fields

,-;1`.1



related to teaching assignments.

REQUIRED DISTRICT PROPOSALS

In order to obtain funds and program approval, each

school district was required to submit a plan to the State

School Office. This plan was to consist of a standard form

and a written description of each district's individual

program. In the instructions given to each district, the

State Board of Education endeavored to make it clear that

the required forms were meant to serve as guide lines around

which the separate districts could formulate Programs which

would meet local needs and conditions. The State Board 'of

Education hoped to encourage creativity and imagination in

the development of the individual programs.

The framework which 'he State Board of Education pro-

vided for the districts was set up in the form of eight

standards and twenty-two recommendations.- In order to have

tts program approved each district WAS required to meet all

the standards and as many of the recommendations as was

practicable. The remainder of thii chapter will consist

primarily of a listing of these standards and recommenda-

tions.

III. STANDARDS TO BE MAINTAINED

A. Standard No. 1--Teacher Certification and Selec-
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1. No teacher may teach during the summer mnnths

who does not hold a valid teaching certificate

for the position to which'that teacher is

,assigned.

Recommendations:

1. Districts should utilize counseling services

to determine the best program to meet the needs

of the students being served.

Classes established should attempt to meet-tile

needs of students whickhave not been met

during the regular year.

C. Standard No. 3Pupil-Teacher Ratio

1. Established,pupil-teacher ratios.for remedial

classes and special education classes.will be

observed.

Recommendations:

1. Districts-should try to keep. the pupil-teacher

ratio low in those classes which are held fo

the:purpose of enrichment, advanced training,

-or acceleration.

2. The pupil-teacher ratio for any class should

not exceed that which is the standard for the

district for the program during the regular

school year.



D. Standard No. 4Direct Teaching of Students

1. Where the number of teachers employed for

in-service training and curriculun development

exceeds the number employed for direct teach-

ing of students, districts are required to

justify the rationale of their program and

explain in detail the benefits to students

to be derived therefrom.

Recommendations:

1. The length of day for students should not be

longer than three hours and those hours

should be prior 6 twelve noon.

2. Where school districts are able to limit the

student day to three hours, teachers should

be ofi'ered the opportunity of other profes-

sional service work for the balance of the

day.

Students should not be permitted to enroll in

more than two accelerated or advanced classes.

E. Standard No. 5School Calendar

1. Summer prograus as defined herein must be

offered during the period trom June 1. through

September 1,

Recommendationi:

1. School districts should ordinarily provide for



summar sessions for students for at-least

four weeks. Additional time is highly

recommended.

2. School administrators should base admittance

to the program on need and on the Commitment

of the individual student. Students who

register are expected to be in attendance.

F. Standard No. 6--Costs to Students

1. There shall be no tuition charge made to

students under this program. School districts

may charge the usual incidental fees pre-

scribed by policy.

Recommendations:

1. School districts are encouraged to keep costs

to students at a minimum.

G. Standard No. 7--Supervision

1. All summer school classes shall be organized

and administered by the duly constituted local

school authorities.

2. Salaries for superintendents and regularly

employed full time administrative personnel

cannot be paid in whole or in part from funds

from this authorization.

3. Supervisory personnel for classroom work and

for coordination of special teacher activities
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may be employed but payment for such super-

vision cannot exceed a ratio of $9.00 for

each approved distribution unit,

Recommendations:

1. School districts should provide for supervi-

sion of all activities by qualified

2. It is expected that regular personnel already

under full employment will assume the major

supervisory roles thus leaving money free to

finance student instruction, and employment of

greater numbers of personnel.

H. Standard No. 8--Record Keeping and Accounting

1. School districts shall maintain strict

accounting records on all phases of the

program in order to assure accurate data for

reports.

Recommendations:

1. Regular budget categories should be utilized

for spreading expenditures mherever possible.

I. Other General RecomTandations:

1. Every effort should be made to establish

programs for.as many students as can profit

thereby and which can be financed by alloca-

tions under this act,
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Roll books and permanent record folders should

be utilized to provide essential data. Care

shbuld be taken to place pertinent data, in

-,f
each student's permanent record folder

3. Each district should deterMine its policy

regarding Credit to be offer'ed. Care should

be taken to inform itudents and parents of

the policy prior to the beginning of the

program. Where- credit'iS given it should be

consistent.with requirements" i'or credit in the

regular program.

4. State funds provided unAer this progrm may

be used for transportation of studenti if

the district so d6'§ires; howeversdistricts

should take care not to spend excessive

amounts on transportation to and fram school

thus depriving students and teachers of needed

programs. Other claims against the state for

transportation during the regular summer

se, ssion will not be honored.

5. Payment of teachers' salaries should follow

the salary schedule of the respective district.

IV. FUNDS .AVAILAB1E

The provisions of this. legislátio.n Stated that if

the foregoing requirement were yet, funds would be allocated



to the local school districts on the ,basis of $80.00 per

distribution unit. The number of distribution units to which

a district was entitled was determined from its estimated

data for the previous school year according to the number of

units contained in: (1) special school apprnvals, and
r'

(2) regular elementary and secondary school programs,

including full-time kindergarten. Final payment was to be

based upon actual performance and costs of the approved

program. The initial allocation was adjusted to actual final

data. 2

It was decided that if the aggregate number of distri-

bution units for the state multiplied by $80.00 exceeded

$800,000:then the amount per distribution unit would be a

lesser amount prorated among the school districts. Where

funds in excess of the $80.00 per distribution unit were
. 4 .-

available the amount per distribution unit would be increased

accordingly.

In the event that districts did not utilize the funds

to which they were entitled, having failed to receive program

approval or ta complete the proposed program, funds would be

reallocated to the remaining districts upon approval of an

alternate, extended, or additional plan for utilization of

funds beyond their regular entitlement.

2See Table VII, page 74.



SUMMARY

In summary, this plan was designed to allow the school

districts of Utah to formulate summer programs which would

provide increased service to students. The Legislature

allowed the various districts to decide what kind of programs

would best meet the needs of the individual areas. The

districts were free to plan for a voluntary summer program,

a summer program for professional personnel, or a combina-

tion of the two. The only stipulations made were that the

districts had to submit a report of their proposed programs

to the State Board of Education and that they had to adhere

to standards set up by that board. These standards, and the

accompanying recommendations, were meant only to serve as

guide lines, and it was hnped that the districts would work

creatively to design plans which would best meet local needs.
. .

Chapter IV consists of a description of the various plans.

,_



CHAPTER IV.

EXTENDED OFFERINGS IN UTAH IN THE SUMMER

OF 1965

The purpose of Chapter IV is to give.a detailed

account of how the proposed program was actually.put into

operation in the various school districts of Utah. In order

to gather the information necessary for this chapter, each

district superintendent was asked to submit a report contain-

ing pertinent information such as the number of students and

teachers; the specific activities in which teachers were

involved; the classes offered; the staff leadership.gtven the

project; and the relevant financial statistics. No attempt

was made.to describe the specific details of the individual

programs with regard to adherence to the standards and

recommendations proposed by the state. Instead., information

was presented which would give an over-all ,picture of what

the programs characteristically contained, the number of

students and teachers participating, the cost, and the amount

of variation, from the plans mtich the districts submitted to
0

the State School Office.

I. FINDINGS OF THE ADMINISTRATOR,S

INTERVIEW REPORT

Extent of. Particieim bj Ditricts.

Thirty-seven of Utah's forty school districts'
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participated in the proposed extended-year program. These

figures represent a 37 per cent increase in the number of

Utah districts which had summer school programs in 1964.

Table I which demonstrates the number of districts that

followed their proposed extended-year programs shows that

the three districts (7.5 per cent) which did not participate

were Daggett, North Sanpete, and Park City; these districts

have the words "No Program" beside their names on this and

all additional charts. For-the thirty-seven districts which

did participate, Table I shows whether or not they followed

their'proposed programs and if not, why not. It should be

noted that the programs under consl_deration are the individ-

ual district's adaptation of the state's proposed Trogram.

In order to receive funds, each district Vas required to

submit a'plan to the State School Office, and Table I roughly

illustrates to what extent the various districts followed

the plan Which they submitted; (See Appendix G for record

of summer 'school programs dating from 1961.)

Of the thirty-seven.participating districts, fifteen,

or 40.5 per cent, actually did not follow their proposed

programs. However, this figure is to some extent misleading.

Deviations from the proposed programs did not always indicate

a reduction in class offerings or similar decline in quantity

or quality of summer planning. On the contrary, at least

four of the districts did not follow their proposed programs
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TABLE I

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS THAT FOLLOWED THEIR PROPOSED EXTENDED-
YEAR PROGRAM

District
Followed
Program

Reason given for not
following program

Alpine

Beaver

Box Elder.
Cache'
Carbon.

Daggett
Davis
Duchasne
Emery

Garfield
Grand
Granite
Iron
Jordan
Juab

Yes & No More in elmentary and less in
secondary.

Yes & No Dropped one course and inoluded
another,

Yes
Yes
No

Yes
Yes
No

No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No

Kane Yes
Millard No
Morgan No
Nebo Yes
North Sanpete
North Summit Yes
Park City
Piute Yes
Rich Yes
San Juan No

Sevier Yes
South Sanpete No

South Summit Yes
Tintic Yes
Tooele Yes

Classes in math, German, and music
added. Science enrichment deleted.

No Program

Math class at high schoolwas
enlarged.

Drop in enrollment.
Postponed starting date.

Vocal music--students did not
enroll; teacher not available.

Enlarged remedial reading.
Science secondary level not held.

No Program

No Program

Increased offering by substituting
a typewriting program for iso-
lated elementary program.

Language arts deleted; music
extended,
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TABLE (continued)

District
Followed
Program

Reason given for not
following program

Uintah

Wasatch
Washington

,No

Yes
'No

Wayne Yee
Weber Yes
Salt Lake City No
Ogden Yes
Pr6Vo No

Logan No
Murray Yes

Combination and substitution of
.classes.

Music and shop ciass ani math
classes not held.

Classes enrollment and space.

lot 'enough students in a high
school class

Adjustment of schedule
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because they decided to enlarge or expand their extended

programs. As a generalized comment it can be said that, in

most cases, any deviations from proposed programs in the

direction of reduced class offerings, time, or students were

minor. For instance, the two districts which answered "Yes

and No" were able to follow their propoded budgets, but they

both found it necessary to slightly rearrange the proposed

classes.

Selection of Students and Teachers

Once the programs had been formulated, the next step

was to select the students and teachers who would participate

in the'extended-year experiment.: Of course, part of the

administrative problem connected with submitting the original

plans wAs that it was difficult to accurately determine how.

many students would actually want to participate. For

Anstance, Table I shows that of the fifteen districts which

failed to follow their proposed programs, seven definitely

stated that the changes they made involved either an unexpected

increase or decrease in projected enrollment figures. A few

other'districts simply s'cated that classes were dropped, and

it is quite possible that these changes were also made

because of inadequate enrollment. The next four tables

present the statistics which thow how many students and

teadhers participitted and the district superintendent's

projections of how many would participate if funds were
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made available.

Student enrollment. Table II consists of a report of

the number and percentage of the students participating and

the method of their selection. The total summer school

enrollment for.1965 was 52,020, or 18.5 per cent of the toiel

1964-65 enrollment for the regular school year.1

Among the individual districts the percentage of the

total school enrollment that attended summer school varied

from a high of 59.3 to a low of 3.2; the. average figure was-

18.5 per cent. Of the thirty-seven districts only: ten. stated

that all.students who desired had an opportunity to parti-

cipate; nineteen districts reported that all students who

were interested definitely did not have an opportunity to-

participate, and eight'answered hYes and Nou'to'the question.:

When presse& fort specific information concerning their.selec-

tion procedures, twenty-four, or 64.9 per cent, reported that,

they chose students,on the basis of the'recommendation of_

school personnel; six; 16.2 per cento-said that-they operate&

on a first coMe, first setved policyk four, 10:.8 per-cent,:

had open, enrollmentl'and two,'5.4.1)er cent, said'that they:-

used the needs and desires of the students as the critetia'

,;,,:tA.

1The,swource for the figuresshowing the 1964.-65 eproll-

ment for the regular school'year was a'booklet entitled:

Statistical Bulletin 1965: Information.Guide to Utah.

School Districts, publiihed by the Utah Steie npaiTrient of

Public Instrucion, Salt Lake City, 'Utah.



r

T
A
B
L
E
 
I
I

N
U
M
B
E
R
 
A
N
D
 
P
E
R
C
E
N
T
A
G
E

O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
S
 
W
H
O

P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
T
E
D
 
I
N
 
T
H
E
 
E
X
T
E
N
D
E
D
-
Y
E
A
R

P
R
O
G
R
A
M

-
.
D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t

-
A
l
l
-
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

w
h
o
 
d
e
s
i
r
e
d
 
h
a
d

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
'
 
t
o

p
a
r
t
 
i
c
 
i
p
a
t
e

.
.

T
o
t
a
l
 
6
4
-
6
5

I
f
 
n
o
t
o
.
o
n
_
w
h
a
t

b
a
s
i
s
 
w
e
r
e

.
s
c
h
o
o
l

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
e
n
r
o
l
l
e
d
'

e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
*

T
o
t
a
l

s
u
m
m
e
r
 
6
5

'
s
c
h
o
o
l

e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

P
e
r
 
c
e
n
t

o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l

s
c
h
o
o
l

e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

:
A
l
p
i
n
e

B
e
a
v
e
r

,
.
B
o
x
 
E
l
d
e
r

C
a
c
h
e

'
-
C
a
r
b
o
n
.

1
)
u
c
h
e
s
n
e

.
L
:
:
>
4
E
m
e
r
y

'
-
'
-
'
,
-
G
r
a
n
d

.
-
d
r
a
n
i
t
e

I
r
o
n

J
o
r
d
a
n

Jn
ab

I
t
a
f
i
e
-

M
i
l
l
a
r
d

N
k
m
g
a
n

N
e
b
6
-

N
o
r
t
h
-
 
S
a
n
p
e
t
e

N
o
r
t
h
 
S
u
m
m
i
t

P
a
r
k
 
C
i
t
y

N
o

N
o

Y
e
s

N
o

.

:
Y
e
s
 
&
 
N
o

N
o

N
o
N
o

Y
e
s
 
-
&
 
N
o

Y
e
s
 
&
 
N
o

N
o

Y
e
s
 
&
 
N
o

N
o

-
Y
e
s
 
&
.
 
N
o

N
o

N
o
,

_
Y
e
s

-

F
i
r
s
t
 
c

.
,
S
c
h
o
o
l

S
c
h
o
o
l

O
p
e
n
 
e
n

.
S
c
h
o
o
l

.
S
c
h
o
o
l

S
c
h
o
o
l

r'
P
r
o
s

S
c
h
o
o
l

-
s
c
h
o
o
l

s
c
h
o
o
l

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
.

O
p
e
n
 
e
n

S
c
h
o
o
l
.

F
i
r
s
t
 
c

S
c
h
o
o
l

N
e
e
d
s
,
 
a

!
F
i
r
s
t
 
c

S
c
h
o
o
l

S
c
h
o
o
l

S
c
h
o
o
l

i
r
s
t
 
c

F
i
r
s
t

O
m
e
,
-
f
i
r
s
t

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
_

p
e
r
s
b
n
n
e
l

r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

p
e
r
s
ö
n
n
e
l

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

p
e
r
a
o
n
n
e
l

r
a
m
.
 
:

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
.

p
e
r
s
.
o
n
n
e
l

p
e
r
s
ó
n
n
e
l

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
-

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
-

o
m
e
,
 
f
i
r
s
t

p
e
m
o
n
n
e
l

n
d
.
 
d
e
s
i
r
e

o
m
s
,
,
f
i
r
s
t

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
.

p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

o
m
e
4
 
f
i
r
t
t

o
m
e
,
.
 
f
i
r
s
t

s
e
r
V
e
d

r
e
a
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
b
m
i
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
t
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

'
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

s
e
r
v
e
d

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

N
o
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

N
o

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

7
7
7

N
o
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m

*
S
o
u
r
c
e
:

U
t
a
h
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f

P
u
b
l
c
 
I
h
s
t
r
u
c
t
i
o
n
,
 
S
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c
a
l

B
u
l
l
e
t
i
n
 
1
9
6
5
:

I
n
f
o
r
m
a
-

1

t
i
o
n
 
G
u
i
d
e
 
t
o
 
U
t
a
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l

D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t
s
 
(
S
a
l
t
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y
:

T
h
e
 
D
e
p
a
r
t
m
e
n
,

1
9
6
5
)
.

g
a
m
e
d

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

t
s
c
O
m
m
e
n
d
.

s
e
T
v
e
d

s
e
r
v
e
d

1
5
,
9
2
8

2
,
0
0
0

1
;
2
0
7

8
6
:
U
T

4
,
9
3
4

2
8
0
1
9

2
,
3
2
6

,
-
1
4
8
9
2

1
,
1
5
0

,
2
,
0
5
1

5
5
0
7
4
2

1
.
6
,
2
7
5
,

8
4
5

4
4
6
0

9
2
5
'

9
,
5
3
0
.

1
9
0

5
,
0
0
0

3
4
1
0
0

3
8
0

L
,

.
5
4
6
6
0
7
5

2
9
7

2
8
0

7
0
-

.
9
,
9
8
7

1
:
1
0
8
0

1
,
5
0
6

4
4
3

;

2
0
0

3
9
0

1
7
5

3
2
0
0 7
0

1
2
.
6

1
5
.
7

5
9
.
4

5
0
.
5

7
.
7

2
0
.
0

3
.
2

1
5
.
7

2
4
.
3

1
7
.
9

3
1
.
5

2
1
.
5

3
9
.
5

2
3
.
7

1
5
.
9

1
8
:
9

3
3
.
6

9
.
0



T
A
B
L
E
 
I
I
 
(
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
)

D
i
s
t
r
i
c
t

A
l
l
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

,
w
h
o
 
d
e
s
i
r
e
d
 
b
a
d

o
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
,
 
t
o

p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
e
-

T
o
t
a
l
 
6
4
-
6
5

I
f
 
n
o
t
,
 
o
h
 
w
h
a
t

b
a
s
i
s
 
w
e
r
e

s
c
h
o
o
l

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
"
e
n
r
o
l
l
e
d

e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

T
o
t
a
l

,
.

s
u
m
m
e
r
 
6
5

s
c
h
o
o
l

e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

P
e
r
 
c
e
m
t

o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l

s
c
h
o
o
l

e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

P
i
u
t
e

R
i
d
h

S
a
n
 
J
u
a
n

S
e
v
i
e
r

S
o
u
t
h
 
S
a
n
p
e
t
e

S
o
u
t
h
-
S
u
m
m
i
t

T
i
n
t
i
c

.

T
o
o
e
l
e

l
g
i
n
t
a
h

W
a
s
a
t
c
h

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n

W
a
y
n
e

W
e
b
e
r

S
a
l
t
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y

O
g
d
e
n

P
r
o
v
o

L
o
g
a
n

M
u
r
r
a
y T
o
t
a
l

Y
e
s
 
&

N
o

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

O
p
a
n
 
-
e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

O
p
e
n
 
e
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

S
d
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

N
e
e
d
s
 
a
n
d
 
d
e
s
i
r
e

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
r
e
c
o
M
m
e
n
d
.

F
i
r
s
t
 
c
o
m
e
,
 
f
i
r
s
t
 
s
e
r
v
e
d

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

N
O

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

Y
e
s

Y
e
s
'

N
o
N
o
N
o

Y
e
s

Y
e
s
 
&
 
N
o

Y
e
s

N
o
N
o

"
Y
e
s
 
&

N
o

Y
e
s

Y
e
s

N
o

Y
e
s

N
O

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

S
c
h
o
o
l
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
n
e
l
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
.

4
3
8
'

4
5
3

1
,
9
9
8

3
,
1
1
3

1
,
8
0
6

7
2
9

2
4
2

6
,
6
0
5

4
.
2
7
5

1
,
7
6
9

3
,
4
5
3

5
2
5

1
5
,
7
2
5

3
9
,
9
3
4

1
8
,
3
6
1

7
,
3
3
0

1
0
5
5

,
3
2
2

1
6
0

1
0
0

5
0
0

3
7
0

5
2
5

1
2
0
2
5

5
7
2

3
7
5

4
5
0

3
7
9

1
1
0

1
,
3
8
7

5
,
7
6
0

2
,
5
0
0

1
,
2
0
0

1
,
1
5
0

2
9
4

2
2
.
8

2
2
.
1

2
5
;
0

1
1
.
9

2
9
.
1

1
6
.
5
-

1
0
.
3

8
.
7

8
.
8

2
5
.
4

1
1
.
0

2
1
.
0

8
.
8

1
4
.
4

1
3
.
6

1
6
.
4

2
5
.
8

4
.
7

2
8
0
,
7
2
3

5
2
,
0
2
0

18
.5



1

57

of selection.

In light.of this information it is interesting to

compare the figures given in Table II with those shown in

Table III. -Table II consists of a record of each district

superintendent's estimate of how many students would register

for summer school if funds were made available. It should

be mentioned that the figures used on the tables were the

lowest figures mentioned by the superintendents. In other

words if a superintendent answered "from 50 to 75 per cent,"

50 per cent was recorded on the table. The percentage of

stUdents who actuallY participated was listed on Table II

as 18.5 per cent of 1964-65 school'enrollment; Table 111.

shows that the superintendent's estimate that if funds were

available, an average of 40 per cent of Utah's children would

enroll in summer programs.

As the individual superintendents considered the

possibilities of the summer program 'fOur of them projedte&

that as many as 75 'per cent of the students in their districts

would enroll, and fifteen estimated that between 50 and 70

per cent would participate. Together these figures shot./

that,51.4 per cent of the superintendents believe that over

50 per cent of their total student populations would register

if funds were available to provide programs of sufficient"

breadth and depth. On the low end of the scale, one superin-

tendent believed that as few as 20 per cent of:the childre4

/*I
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TABLE III

SUPERINTENDEliTS' PROJECTION OF EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR S'TDDENT

ENROLLMENT IF FUNDS WERE AVAILABLE

District

1964-1965
total
school

Enrollment*

Superintendents'
projected per-

centage of
enrollment if funds

were
available

Estimated
student

enrollment
based,

on projected
percentage

Alpine,
Beaver
Tox.E:lder
Cache
Carbon
Daggett
Davis
Duchesne
Emery
Garfield
Grand
Granite

Jordan
Juab
Kane
Millard
Morgan
Nebo
North.Sanpete
North Summitt
Park City
Piute
Rich
San Juan
Sevier
South Sanpete
South Summit
TintLo_
Tooele
Uintah
Wasatch
Washington
Wayne

..'

15,928
1,207
8,417
6041
49934-

No Program
28,319
2,326
1,892
1,150

, 2,051
55,742
.3,149
16,275
1,122.

845
2,460

925
9,530

No Program- 777 .

No Program
438
453

1,998.
3,113
1,806

729
242

6;605
4,275
1,769
3,453,

525

25
27
75
75
20

14.0

60

So
25
40
50
33

50
30
50
14.0

25

44
75
,5o
50
74
30
4o
30
50
50
14.0

5o

3,983
326

6,313
4,606

907

1.1,328
1,396
.568

575
513--

22,297
1,575
5,305
449
423
735
4.63

1911.

193
332
999

1,557
1,335.

219
97:

1,982
, 2,138,

885
1,381

263

*Source: State Lepartment of Public Instruction,
Statistical Bulletin 1965: Information Guide to Utah School
Districts (Salt Lake TaY, Utah: The 13065aFERia, 1965).



'32.A.BLE III(o6ntinued)

District Enrollment

Weber
Salt Lake .City.
Ogden
Provo
Logan
Murray

15,725
32,93k
18,361
7,330 .
h.h55
6022

Superintendents I
projected per.

cent-age of
enrollment ,if

funds were
available ."

. 50

25
50.

, 5o
So
33

59

Estimated
student

-enrollment
based

on projected
percentage

7:80
9,984
9,1812
.3,665
2,228
2086,

Total 280,723

r

:

- 4o

. ,

-

-

a'

112,236

:
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60

in his district would'participate, and twelve superintendents,

32.4 per cent believed that 33 per cent or less would enroll.

Teacher participation. The next table to be discussed,

Table IV, has a similar format to that of Table II, but the

figures pertain to'the number and percentage of teachers who

participated. Furthermore, there is specific information

given concerning the type of activities in which the teachers

were engaged. From the figures shown it can be seen that.in

fourteien of the districts any teacher who desired was allowed

to participate. In addition, twenty-districts reported that

-all teachers who .desired were-not-allowed to-participate, and

three districts answered "Yes and No." These figures are

quite close to those reported for students except that four

more districts answered "'Yes and No" when asked if all

students were allowed to participate than when thB same

superintendents were asked about policies regarding the

selection of teachers.

The statistics for the percentage of teachers

involvad show that there was a much broader range in the per-

centage of teachers participating than there was for the

number of students. Table II shows that the district with

the most extensive student participation had 59.4 per cent of

its student body enrolled, While the lowest figure was 3.2

per cent. Correspondingly, the percentage figures for

teachers show that the high percentage was 81 per cent,
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and the low was L. per cent. However, although this range is

broader, the average percentage was only 6 per cent higher

than that of the students: 22 per cent as compared with 18.5

per cent. This indicates that there was at least a possi-
-4,,,

bility of smaller classes and/or teachers who could be spared

for other instructional improvement.

In the breakdown of the information concerning the

specified areas of summer school activity, the statistics

show that over half the total number of teachers employed

were engaged in direct teaching. Any further comments on

these figures would be misleading because there was extensive

duplication of areas. For example, one teacher may have been

involved in direct teaching in the morning and in instruc-

tional improvement in the 'afternoon. Therefore when filling

out their reports many superintendents listed the same

teadher in both areas. As a result, the total number of

teachers listed in this section was higher than the total

number of teachers involved in direct summer teaching.

Just as the district superintendents were asked to

make estimates concerning the number of students who would

enroll if funds were availablei similarly, they were asked to

make projections concerning the number of teachers who would

participate if fuhds were made available. Table V is a com-
,

Ptlition of the' answers 'which' were giVen. Out of!ithe

thirty-seven particips.ting districts, three said that 100 per
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cent of their teadhers would be interested in this form of

year-round employment, and twenty-eight estimated that aver

SO per,cent of their teachers would want to be involved.

Among those superintendents who were not quite so optimistic,

one said that 16 per cent of the teachers in his district

would be interested and two superintendents estimated that

as few as 30 per cent would want to teach or prepare to

teach during the summer. The average projected percentage

for teachers.was 56 per cent, and it is interesting to

compare this figure with the 41 per cent which was the pro-

jected enrollment for students.,

Class Offerings in Extended
8choo1 Programs

In order to provide a relatively complete account of

how the plan actually operated It is necessary to know not

only how many teachers and student's participated, but also

what type of class offerings were actually made. It should

be remembered that in the program proposed by the state,

activities such as regular courses, enrichment courses, make-

up work, remedial and special education,classes, advanced or

accelerated classes, field trips, and summer camps were sug-

gested. With a selection as broad as the foregoing it can be

seen that the individual districts had a considerable amount

of latitude for the development of their own programs.

They were encouraged to be creative and to design a
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curriculum which would be specifically adapted to meet the needs of the

children in their districts.

Figures 1 and 2 are designed to show the number and type of

classes which were offered by the various districts. Both figures show

what percentage Of the thirty-seven districts offered a particular class;

Figure 1 shows those of the secondary level, and Figure 2 shows those of

the elementary level. The figure lists twenty-two classes which were

offered, but in order to simplify the chart, many of the classes offered

were combined into one general category, so that there was actually a

wider selection of subjects offered than the 'figure indicates . For

example, algebra, trigonometry and general mathematics were grouped

under the heading "MATH."

On the secondary level the largest nurber of classes offered

by a districtwas eighty-two and the smallest number was one; the total

number of classes offered on the secondary level was 450. The two

classes offered by the largest per cent .of the districts were math, 86.5

per cent, and language arts, 59.5 per cent.

On the elementary level there was a total of 812 classes offered.

The district which had the largest selection offered 160 classes while that

smallest number offered was, once again, one. The class offered most

frequently on the elementary level was remedial reading, 86.5 per cent, and
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math was second with 64.9 per cent. Such activities as sumMer

camps and field trips were listed under the headings of

biology or social studies in order to indicate what material

was studied during the program. The total number of classe6

offered on both levels was 1,262.

The information given by the superintendents makes.it

clear that a few districts were able to offer a broad range

and selection of classes, but this was not the general rule.

Twenty of the districts offered less than ten classes, and

of these, twelve offered five or less. Of course, in some

of these districts size is definitely a limiting ftctor, but

the difference between one class and eighty-two is so extrene

that size alone cannot have been the determining factor. It

is obvious that the children in 6ome districts were pre-

sented with a much more extensive selection of educational

opportunities than those in other districts.

Superintendents' Reactions to

State Controls

Another qu4stion asked the district superintendents

concerned their opihions of the controls instituted by the

state. They were asked: "With respect to the 1965 summer

school program was the state guidance (a) too limiting or

restricting, (b) too general oti insufficient, or (c) satis-

factory?" Space was also provided for the superintendents to

make any additional comments which they thought were
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pertinent. From Table VI it can be seen that eight of the

superintendents believed that the guidance given by the

state was too limiting; one thought the information and

guidance'giien wks too general,'And twenty-eight-cinswered="

that the-guidance was satisfactory. However, many' of- tb:e

superintendents who believed that the standards and row

mendations prescribed by the state were generally satisfac!.

tory qualified their answers to some degree, and these

qualifying comments are indicated by an X beside the "Yee.

answer. The most common remarks made concerned the need for
'1.

improved ttming, more local autonomy, and general fees.

How Programs Were Financed
f 4

The final piece of information which was given by the
v_

superintendents concerns the financing of the programs.-, !-As

the plan was designed, the money allotted by the state-was

to be used as a supplement to the money which most dtatricts,

had already designated for summer school use. Therefore, the
s

financing of the plan became a join;.; project of the state>and

individual districts. The funds were allocated to the local

school districts on the basis of $80.00 per distributian-

unit. The number of distribution units to which a district

was entitled was determined from its estimated data for -the

ensuing school year according to the number of units con

tained in: (1) special school approvals, and (2) regular,-

elementary and secondary school programs, including
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SUPERINTENDENTS' 4QPINIONS "(Nk -STATE-"CONTROL OF ADMINISTRATIVE
STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES FOR THE EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR

Guidance Guidance Guidance
District too ltmiting too general satisfactory

Alpine Yes X
Beaver Yes
Box Elder Yes X
Cache Yes X
Carbon Yes _ X
Daggett
Davis Yes X.
Duchesne Yes
Emery Yes X
Garf ield Yes X
Grand Yes X
Granite ves X
Iron Yes
Jordan Yes X
Juab Yes X
Kane Yes
Millard Yes X
Morgan :'-- Yes
Nebo Yes X
No; Saripete
North Summit Yes
Park City
Piute Yes Yes X
Rich Yes
San Juan Yes X
Sevier . Yes X
South Sanpete Yes X
So. Summit Yes
Tint ic Yes
Tooele Yes X
Uintah Yes X
Wasatch Yes X
Washington Yes
WaYne Yes
Weber Yes X
Salt Lake City Yes X
Ogden Yes X
Provo Yes X
Logan Yes X
Murray Yes

-1- -ir -2u -2-5Total
*Comments indicated by "X."



full-time kindergarten. The final payment was based upon

actual performance and costs of the approved program.

Table VII gives a summary of how much money was

Aontributed by both the state and the local districts. The

chart shows that the state contributed as much as 100 per

cent and as little as 24..7 per cent of the total programs.

The average percentage which the state contributed was 74.8.

The largest program was valued at $204,225 and the smallest

at $2,043. There were seven districts which had programs

valued at $10,000 or less. The total amount contributed by-

the state was $789,707.52; the total amount contributed by

the local districts was $265 938.73. The combined total

equaled $1,005,646.25.

II. RESULTS OF PERSONAL VISITS

All the information and statistics concerning the

extended-year program which have been used thus far-in this

chapter were obtained from the district superintendents

during an oral interview.2 A second phase of research took

place when the investigator visited thirty-one secondary and

twenty-five elemontary schools in order to obtain first-hand

information concerning the various programs in action.

Table VIII shows lists of the schools and thevclasses

visited, the date of the visit, and the name of the adminis-
,

trator in charge of the program. A total of 134 separate

2See Apprdix B for a sample interview form.
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classes were visited.

During these visits to individual classes notes were

made of such things as the.physical-plant, the number and

percentage of children in attendance, the types,tof classes

being taught, and the methods of instruction used.3 While

visiting these classes the investigator also interviewed

many of the student6 and teachers informally. Such questions

as: "How cld you like summer schocil?" and "Are you planning

to register againl" were asked The answers were always

followed by the additional- question, "Why?" so that the

student could give a detailed explanation ot hoW be felt

about the Oogram: Tha report of the comments on these

visits to tbe various elementary and secondary school will

necessarily be general in nature because of.the,wide range

in the individual programs of the schools vlsited and in the

comments made- by stUdents in the-tnforMal oral discussions.

As a generalized comment it Can be said that the

programs were usually fairly impre-Ssive. Most programs

showed that care had been exercised in planning, to meet the

needs of the particular students in that district. There

were variations in the nuMber and type of lasses held, the

times when classes were taught, the lengqi of the summer

ses.4Acn, the provision made for cooling the building, and the

3See Figures-1 and 2 for a list of the classes
offered.
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arrangements made for transportation.-

Iridividuality best characterized the various programs in

operation. 1"or instdnce, as was pointed Out earlier one of the districts.

offered as many as 160*classes, while several districts offered only

one. Some schools concentrated on music and physical education while

others eliminated these subjects entirely. A cursory check of summer

school programs demonstrated that. The length of the summer session

was Usually from four to six weekS, but there was little, consistency

among the various districts. The daily starting time ranged from 6 A.M.

to 10:30 A. M. , and at least one school offered evening classes on the

high school level. The classes were taught in buildings which were old,

new and middle-aged, and there was great diversity in the amount and

type of equipment available. Only a few of the buildings were air-

conditioned, but the-usual early starting times made it.possible for,

the students to be out of school before the heat of the day.

The Most encouraging aspect of these observations was that most

schools seemed to have capable teachers who were concentrating on

helping relatively small groups of students. However, in some cases,

part of the reason for the small groups might have been a high Tate of

absenteeism. Some districts seemed tosbe more bothered by this than

others. In programs where it was possible ,to earn credit there were
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naturally fewer student absences fdli reasons'other than::

illness; -Inlmograms where no provisionyas:madevto earn

credit,: attendance WAS primarily dependent upqn the motiv,a-
e

tion of students to attend for intrinsic reasons. In some

districts it was also noted that church and community recre-

ational opportunities interfered with summer school

-

attendance.

When'the sudehts Weie interViewed informally, one-Of.

the Most frequently.asked questions was, "Why did yau,attend

summer school?" . The most:common.answers, aside fram _those

Which indicated that the studeht had to attend intorder,to
,

make up work, were: "My mother made ma," and "Because it

gives me something to do." Apparently boredom has been a
. .

real problem for these youngsters. On the negative side of
,u u.

the question the answers tended to*be'mbre SpecifiC: 'The

studehtt'fdl'iliked itióh things' a'sw: :(1) getting up early,-.

(2) working during the summer months,A3) their teachers,.-

(4)-5Long walks, or rides:to school. .Two.girls even men-

tioned that they found the supply of boys inadequate. The

students made six times more positive comments than negative.

Among the teachers interviewed there seemed to be a

general feeling of enthusiasm about both the present prograMv

ane.planS 'for fUtUre- t;r6g4i6.' Almodt'all'the 'teaehers

said that-it was- enjoyable.to-teach students whoYwanted to-c

be iA school and th,t the program should be expanded.
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III. RESULTS OF THE PARENT-STUDENT-TEACHER

QUESTIONNAIRE-

The third Phase of compiling the.information used in

this study consisted of sending questionnaires to parents,

students, and teachers. The purpose of these questionnaires

war determine: (1) why the students enrolled; (2) what

the parents, students, and teachers thought about the program;

and (3) how al three groups felt about future Summer

programs. AS was mentioned earlier; these questionnaires

were dIstributed to a random sample of parents, student..S,

and teaChers.4 Table IX shows the statistical breakdown of

the precise number and percentage of questionnaires Sent and

returned. There was a total of 1,412 questionnaires sent to

students and of these, 1,295, or 91.7 per cent, were, returned;

for parents the percentage returned was 81.0, and for

teacherS-it was 96.2 per cent. This section of Chapter IV

gives an account of the information obtained from these

questionnaires.

Teachers' Questionnaire

The questionnaire sent to a random sample Act teachers

consisted of five questions.5 In a preliminary.s.tatement the

teachers were informed that all responses to these questions

would be held in strictest confidence, and because of this,

:4see Appendix F-fOr.the AIStrtbuiion instructions.

5See Appendix D for a copy of the teacher questionnaire.
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it was hoped that the teachers would feel free to express

their actual opinions.

In the first question the teachers were asked to

dieck a box which represented the degree .to which they felt

their summer school course(s) met the educational needs of

students. They were given the follawing choices: met all

needs; met mast needs; met some needs; met few needs; did

not meet needs. The responses to this question by students,

parents, and teachers are presented in Figure 3. A glance

Shows that the majority of teachers chose the dnswer: "Viet

most needs." The adults seemed to have reservations con-

cerning the word "fully," but the students were less conser-

vative, and the largest group of children, 43.7 per cent,

chose the answer: "Fully met needs." When the percentages

of the students and parents who chose the first two answers:

"Fully met needs" and "Piet mnst needs" are combined, the

data show that over 80 per cent of both the students and

parents felt that summer school made significant contribu-

tions toward meeting students' needs, while only 63.2 per

cent of the teachers chose one of these two most positive

answers.

The second question asked the teadhers: "To What

degree do you feel the parents of your summer school students

are supportive of the summer school program?" The responses

to this question are shown on Figure 4. The chart is
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I.
largely self-explanatory; the majority of the teachers, 58.6

per cent, said that they felt the parents were highly

supportive; almost all the rest, 41.0 per cent, said that the

parents were somewhat supportive.

The third question asked the teachers was: "In your

opinion what were the basic reasons students registered in

your course(s)." The teachers were given a choice of eight

answers from which to choose and were asked to select in

rank order their first, second, and third choices. Table X

shows both the alternatil,es and the teachers' answers. The

choice selected most often, 42 per cent, was "Student expected

to gain personally." The anmer given the second most votes

for first place, 19.5 P er cent, was "Satisfy parents' wishes,"

and this answer was also the favorite alternative for second

and third choice. Totaling the number of times each answer

was chosen for all three choices shows that "Student eXpected

to gain personally" was chosen 184 times, while "Satisfy

parents' wishes" was chosen 180 timos. The only answer uni-

formly avoided as a first choice was: "Student liked

teacher"; as second and third choices the answer with the

least votes was: "Expected easy credit."

The fourth question asked the teachers concerns the

teachers' perception of the type of student who would benefit

most from the summer school program. The choices given were:

the academically talented or gifted student; the average
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student, the remedial or slow:student; any or all of the

above students. Figure 5shows the response of parents,

teachers, and students-60-thid::iiiektiAt4 tt is easy to see

that all three groups felt that all students would benefit'

from summer school, but-beyond this, Unanimity ceased. The

second largest group of parents chose the remedial or slow

st,udent; the second largest group of students chose the

average student; and the-second largest group of teachers

chose the academically talented or gifted student. The

disagreement was complete.

Finally, the teachers were asked for a simple "Yes'

or 7No" answer to the question: "Do you recommend a continu-
,

ation of summer programs?" Figure 6 shows that an overwhelm-

ing 99.5 per cent of the teachers were in favor of continu-

ing the program. Little more needs to be said about this

response except that many teachers also commented that they

thought the program should be expanded, that enrollment

should be open, and that class size should be kept small.

Anal sis of Parents, Answers
o Questiinaires

Having discussed the results of the questionnaires

sent to teadhers, the next step is to consider the responses

of parents to similar questions.. The first question asked

the parents was identical to the first questian asked the

teachers; they were asked to evaluate the extent to which
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they felt the Summer program rot student needs. For a dis-

cussion of this question see pages 81 to 83 and Figure 3.

The second question asked the parents was: "IR*/ did you

feel about your child taking a summer school class?" Figure

7 shows the answers given to these questions by parents and

students. The largest group of parents, 39.2 per cent, said

that they encouraged registration; while the second largest

group, 29.6 per cent, said that registration was discussed,

but the choice was left to the student. Only 7,2 per cent

of the parents said that they insisted an registration. Tho

most interesting facet of this chart is that the parents and

students completely reverse each other in their answers. Of

the parents, 39.2 per cent said that they encouraged regis-

tration; and practically an identical number of students,

39.4 per cent, said that registration 76-as discussed, but the

choice was left to them. The figures for the second largest

group are also reversed in an almost identical ratio. It

appears that both the parents and the students wanted to feel

that the.choice was their own decision.

Question number three for the pa7vents asked if they

would recommend the program for other children in the

district. The possible answers to this question were simpl.57:

"Yes" and "No" with a space left for any other choice which

the parent wished to formulate independently. Figure 8 shows

that 88.8 per cent of the parents stated that they would
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encourage the children in their district-to attend 6ummer

school. Only 2.7 per cent said they felt that regular

school was sufficient, but 8.5 per cent had other answers.

The mnst common "other answer" was the qualification: "I

would recomnend summer school if the child needed it."

The fourth question asked the parents was, once

again, the same as the fourth question asked the teachers.

In review the question asked the parent to give his opinion

of what type of student would benefit most fram the summer

school program: For the discussion of this question see

page187 and Figure 5.

The last question which the parents were asked dealt

with the possibility of future summer school programs. It

reads: "As based upon your experience with the summer

school program, would you be in favor of having your child

registered again next year?" The parents were given a

choice of the following answers: (1) Yes, we would encourage

registration; (2) It depends on my child's feelings;

(3) go, we haven't planned on registration; and (4) Other.

This question was also designed to correspond to questions

which were asked students and teachers. Figure 6, page 91,

shows the results for all three groups. It was mentioned

earlier that the teachers were overwhelmingly in favor of

continuing summer school; 99.5 per cent of them said they

would recommend continuing the program. Asked the same



96

question the parents were not quite so enthusiastic, but the

vast majority, 73.8 per cent, said they would encourage

registration. Another 16.6 per cent of the parents said the

decision would depend on their child's feelings, and 7.3

per cent gave other answers. Some sample comments were:

1. I would like to see these classes offered each
year.

2. Depends on what subjects are offered.

3. We wish that these classes had been available
for our junior high student.

4. Yes, if more would participate so that trans-
portation would be less of a problem.

5. We feel it should have been a longer program.

6. If my child were in need of help in a certain
subject then I,:would have him register. But if
he was [sic] d6ing well I don't feel it would
be necessary.

Students' Reactions

The third group to be given a questionnaire was, of

coul.se, the students themselves. Since, to a large extent,

they were asked the same questions which were asked their

parents and teachers, part of their answers have already

been commented upon. For insi;ance, the first question con-

cerning how fully their needs were met was discussed earlier

on page 84 and Figure 3, page 85. The second.question

asked reads: "How did your parents feel about your register-

ing,for summer school?" The responses to this question have

also been mentioned previously. See page 92 and Figure 7
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for information.

The third queatiOn concerned the sPacific reasons why

students registered for summer school. Tabll X showed what

the teachers' perception of this question was, and Table XI

shows the answers which the students gave. The greatest

number of teachers felt that the students enrolled because

they wished to develop personally, but more students chose

tha answer: "Parents wished me to enroll" for both their

first and second choices than any other answer. Apparently

the teachers underestimated tha influence of the parents.

The second largest group of students chose "Enables me to

develop personally" as their answer, but these answers were

not as close in tha total number of times chosen on the

student chart as they were on the teachers'. Another inter-

esting sideiplaght in this table is that the third choice of

tho greatest number of students was "Liked the teacher" while

it was the answer least frequently given for any choice by

the teachers. This might indicate that the teacher's per-

sonality can be a significant,drawing card.

The students' reactions to the fourth question have

already been discussed. See page 90, Figure 5, for addi-

tional information. Questfon five, Figure 6, page 91 was

the student's version of "Do you plan on registering next

year?" The students had the smallest percentage in the

positive column with 33.3 per cent. Nearly half of the
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students, 46.5 per cent, said that it would depend on What

classes were offered.

Questions Aix, seven, and eight on the student ques-

tionnaire are: Nhat did you like most aboutryour summer

school program?" "Vhat,did you like least?" and "What would

you like to see included in the summer school program?" The

answers to these questions were not tabulated because there

WAS not enough consistency in the answers to allow for a

table of reasonable size. However, there were some answers

which appeared more frequently than others. Among the reasons

given for what the students liked most, the usual answers

were: "It gives me something to do"; "I like iv teacher"; or

"It's fun here." The things the students liked least were

early hours, long distances to school, and the limited

selection of classes. In answer to "What would you like to

see included?" they usually said: "More classes." The

classes most in demand were English social studies, and

Physical education.

IV. SUMMARY

In summary it can be said that these results of the

interviews, both oral and written, indicate that the people

involved had generally positive reactions to the program.

The administrators projected strong participation from both

students and teachers if funds were made available; the
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teachers recommended continuation and exPansion of the

program; aad the parents and students both felt that the

program prolilded an important service in fulfilling student

needs. It was on the basis of these reactions that the

recommendations which constitute Chapter V were formulated.

a-

I



.CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of Chapter V was to briefly summarize the

extended-year program as it was carried out tn Utah in 1_965.

Furthermore, on the basis of all the information which was

gathered through the various methods of research, recommenda-

tions are made for the future development of the program.

The research which was carried out in order to obtain

the specific information used in this study was gathered in

three stages; first, ,each diatrict superintendent was inter-

viewed Orally; second, various schools were visited; third,

questionnaires were given to parents, students, and teachers

in the districts which participated. It was on the basis of

=this research and the information gathered through the review

of literature that the recommendations, which will consti-

tute the bulk of this chapter, were formulated.

Utah's extended-year. plan was essentially an expansion

of the traditional summer school curriculum, but in addition

to offering a greater number and variety of classes, the

program also gave the teachers an opportunity to work through

the summer in instructional improvement projects and in-

service training as well as direct teaching. The standard

image of summer school is a series of classes designed for

make-up or remedial work, but Utah's proposed program sought
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to serve not only those who were doing poorly in their

classes, but also thos.e who were doing superior,or average

work. The guiding principle was that the various districts

wanted to meet some of the needs of students which had not

been met during the regular school year. In order to

accomplish this-goal, 61asses were offered for enrichment,'

acceleration, developmBnt of spedial talents, remedial and'

special education, and even such activities-as field'trips

and summer camps.

In all, thirtseven -of Utah's forty school districts

were involved in the proposed program. Correspondingly, the

1964 statistics show that only twenty-seven districts had

summer-programs.. Within the thirty-seven districts which

had summer programs in 1965, 18.5 per cent of the students

enrolled during the regular school year registered for summer

school. The representation for teachers was 22 per cent.

The remainder of this chapter is devoted to the

recommendations which were formulated as a result of the

research which was described in Chapter IV. In all, five

recommendations are made, and these recommendations are listed

and explained in order to give a concise report of some of

the most important information which was gathered as a result

of this study.



RECOMMENDATION I

1C3

The first and most significant recommendation is that

the summer program should be continued and expanded. The

reasons which motivate this recommendation are:

1. The desires of the students, teachers, and parents
of Utah.

2. The possibility of increased service to students.

The possibility of year-round employment for
teachers and consequently a rise both in teacher
status and quality of instruction.

4. The opportunity to make better use of existing
school facilities.

Perhaps the most important information which was

discovered by this research effort was that the parents,

students, and teachers of, Utah were strongly in favor of

continuing the summer program.- In the random sample 99.5-

per cent of the teachers recommended that the program be con-

tinued, 73.8 per cent of the parents said that they wpuld

encourage registration, and 79.8 per cent of the students

said that they either definitely anticipated registering-or

would register if the right classes were offered. The

superintendents estimated that 50 per cent or more of the

student population in their districts would enroll if funds,

were made available, and 75.6 per cent of the superintendents

projected that 50 per cent or more of the teachers would wish

to participate.

From-the foregoing figures it is obvious that because
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of a lack of funds many 6hildren were not able to take

advantage of summer schoOl opportunities. Of the thirty-

seven districts only four were able to have open enrollment.

Almost all the districts had to select students on the

basis of the recommendations of school personnel, and many

leaders and administrators commented that the children had

to be turned away. Since this program was supported by money

which the people of Utah paid in taxes, it hardly seemn fair

that the children of'some of these taxpayers should be denied

the opportunity of an expanded education if they desire it.

The program should be further developed and enlarged so that

it can acàommodate all the children who wish to attend

summer school.

As a final comment on this recommendation, it should

be pointed out that summer school has the advantage of being

able to offer tremendous educational opportunities which

cannot possibly be offered otherwise. There are so many

individual needs which cannot possibly be mat during the

regular school year because of a lack of time. However,

summer school can be designed so that it allows for develop-

ment of special talents and interest areas and also provides

opportunities for remedial, make-up, acceleration, and

enrichment classes as well. The results of the questionnaires

demonstrate conclusively that the parents, students, and

teachers felt the summer program had made a significant

contribution in meeting the needs of students, and in
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addition, all three groups felt that the program could be

further improved by offsring a wider variety of classes. See

page 84 and Figure 3 for mnre information.

RECOMMENDATION II

The second recommendation concerns the need for

increased do-operation and communication between the community

and the schools in the formulation of summer programs. If

the resources of both the school and the community can be

mbilized in such a way that they complimeht each other

rather than conflict, then both groups will be able to make

mnre significant contributions. Such groups as Y.M.C.A., the

Boy Scouts, Church organizations, and city recreation com-

mItteei frequently set up summer camps and other programs

which'take place during the weeks scheduled for summer

school, and as a result, the 3hildren have to choose between

two or mthie desirable activities. This situation could be

improved if these Organizations and the summer schools coUld

devise a calendar which would allow the students to take

advantage of all the summer opportunities which are available.

'One way of dOIng this would be to partially integrate the

summr school with some of the activities offered by other

groups. For instance, summer'camps make ideal places for

studying wildlife, botany, conservation, health and safety,

and 'IShfrstcal education. Moreover, there are many commnnities
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which offer summer classes in arts and crafts which could be

co-ordinated to coincide with similar instruction in the

schools. Through close, co-operation duplication cf effort

and conflicting -chedules can be avoided.

RECOMMENDATION III

Further study should be given to class size of the

summer program. While no careful analysis of class size was

made by the researcher, observation as the result of visiting

134 classes did cause Some concern.

_Special classes, if they are to permit a high degree

of individual attention and be effective, should have con-

siderably feWer students than the regular school year

classes. Smaller classes, of course, require more teachers

and this should be given further study using full time

equivalent as a base.

Since this was the first year of observation and

study of the extended-year and summer school program, further

analysis is warranted.

For specific information about pupil numbers related

to teachers involved in summer program since 1961 the reader

is referred to the data presented in Appendix G. These data

indicate a dramatic increase tn both total student and

teacher numbers involved, an expanded program, and a teacher-

pupil ratio shift that needs further attention and study.
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RECOMMENDATION IV

Arrangements for transportation should be improved.

One of the most frequent complaints on the part of the parents

was that they were forced to transport their children long

distances to summer school. The inconvenience whicn this

caused the parents is obviouz, and there were probably many

children who could not attend the summer session because

their parents could not, or would not, drive them to school

each day. A solution to this problem is simply tmproved bus

service during the summer months.

RECOMMENDATION V

Use should be made of any industrial, historical, or

recreational facilities which the community has to offer.

Students can be offered tnproved instructional

programs if use is made of the community's resources. For

instance, ceramics students in Springville, Utah, were

allowed to use the kiln of one of the community's industries.

In other communities studen*:s were allowed to hold swimming

classes in public pools or were involved in field trips to

local historical sites. Tours could be nzde of major busi-

nesses to show students how various products are made and

how the people of the community are employed. With careful

planning the community can be a source of many educational

experiences.
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APPENDIX B

SUMMER SCHOOL INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

ADMINISTRATOR'S MITERVIEW REPORT

1965

District Superintendent Date

1. Is the proposed program being followed? Yes ( ) No ( )

If No, what adjustments were necessary and why?

2. What is the budget for the extended-year program?
Local-District Funds
State Funds
Total

3. Were all students who desired given the opportunity to
participate? Yes ( ) No ( )

a. If not, on what basis were students enrolled?

b. Per cent of students participating

4. Number of students who applied but did not enroll
In your opinion what were the reasons for change TE-gaiii.

a. Summer employment Estimated percentage
b. Vacation
c. Tired-or dchool
d. Desired cbUrse not offered

e. Others (please'lidt)
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5. Did every teacher have an opportunity to participate if
they desired?
Yes ( ) No ( ) If No, explain:

Of the participating teachers how many are involved in:
a. Direct classroom teaching Per cent
b. In-service training
c. Instructional improvement

6. With respect to the 1965 summer school program
a. Was state guidance too limiting or restricting?

'Yes ( )" No ( )

b. Was state guidance too general or insufficient?
Yes ( ). No )

c. Was state guidance satisfactory?
Yes ( ) No ( )

d. 'Comments, if any:

7. If funds were available, into What areas or activities
would you expand the program?

a. Student enrollment Estimated % increase

b. Faculty participation
Teaching Estimated % increase

In-service Estimated % increase

Instructional development Estimated & increase

c. Supplies & equipment Estimated increaT

d. Curriculum areas (itemize)

e. Other
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PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

STATE OF UTAH
Department of Public Instruction

223 State Capitol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Parent:

The 1965 summer school program, sponsored by your dis-
trict, is nearing its completion. Its purpose has been to
provide your son or daughter with a further opportunity for
educational development.

The State Department of Public Instruction is conduct-
ing a study of the 1965 summer school program in 'Utah to
determine whether it is fulfilling its objectives.

As a parent of a summer school student, you can be of
help in determintng the effectiveness of the program in your
district. Your response to the attached questionnaire is

invited. Would you please take five (5) minutes to complete
the form and return it with your child to scEool tomorrow.

All responses will be held in strictest confidence.
No individual or school will be identified in the report of
the study.

Thank i'ou for your assistance.

PARENT SUMMER SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: Read each question carefully before answering.
When answering, check the number which best
represents your feelings. Where written com-
ments are requested, ample space is provided
for recording your answer.

District Child's Subjects

School

I. Check the appropriate box to indicate whether the
summer school program met the needs of your child,
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Met needs fully Met most needs Met some needs M t few needs

Did not meet needs

II. How did you feel about your child taking a summer school
class?

1. We insisted upon his enrollment.

2. We encouraged his enrollment.

3. We .discussed the matter with him, but the
choice was his.

4. He requested enrolling himself.

5. Other
(Please specify)

III. Would you encourage other children in the district to
attend summer school?'

Yes, I feel summer attendance is of value.

No, I feel that regular school is sufficient.

Other
(Please specify)

IV. If summer school were available to everyone, what type
of student do you believe would benefit most fram the
summer school program?

1. The acadamically talented or gifted student.

2. The average student.

.3. The remedial or slow student.

4. *Any or all of the above students.



V. As based upon your experience with the summer school
program, would you be in favor of having your child
registered again next year?

1. Yes, we would encourage registration.

2. It depends on my child's feelings.

3. No, we haven't planned on registration.

4. Other

119

(Please specify)



APPENDIX D

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

STATE OF UTAH
Department of Public Instruction

223 State Capitol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Dear Teacher:

The State Department of Public Instruction is conduct-
ing a study of the 1965 summer school program in Utah to
determine whether it is fulfilling its objectives.

As a teacher of the summer school program, you can be
of help in determining the effectiveness of the program in
your district. Your response will assist the State Depart-
ment of Public Instruction in planning for future summer
school programs. Your cooperation in accurately answering
the following questions would be appreciated.

All responses will be held in strictest confidence.
No individual or school will be identified in the report of
the study.

Thank you for your assistance.

TEACHER SUMMER SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE

INSTRUCTIONS: Read each question carefully before answering.
When answering, check the number which best
represents your feelings. Where written
comments are requested, ample space is pro-
vided for recording your answer.

District Subjects Taught

School

I. Check the appropriate box which represents to what degree
you feel your summer school course(s) met the educational needs
of your students.
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Met all needs Met most needs Met some,needs. Met few needs

_

Did not meet needs

II. To what degree do you feel the parents of your summer
school students are supportive of the summer school
programl

1. Highly supportive

2. Somewhat supportive

3. Non-supportive

Comments f any)

, In your opinion what were the basic reasons students
registered in your course(s) in summer school? Select
in rank order--first (1), second (2), and third (3)
choice.

Expected easy credit

Friends were registered in class

School counselor recommended course

Make-up class

To qualify for advanced courses

Student expected to gain personally

Student liked you as a teacher

To satisfy parents' wishes

Other

IV. If summer school were available to everyone, what type
of student do you believe would benefit most from the
summer school program?
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1. The academically talented, or gifted student

2. The average student

3. !elle remedial or slow student

4. Any or all of the above students-

V. Do you recommend the continuation of summer progiami?

1. Yes,

2; -No

If yes, what modifications for future programs would you
suggest?
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

STATE OP UTAH
Department of Public Instruction

223 State Capitol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah, 84114

Dear Student.:

Your-summer school program .is nearing it;i. completion.
To assist the State Department of Public Instruction to
evaluate the summer school program in Utah, we are asking
you to complete.the attacl,ed questionnaire. Your'coopera-
tion in hones:617 answering these questions will be*appreci-
ated.

.

You need not sign the questionnaire, for no
individual or school will be identified in the-report of this
study.

Thank you for ycur assistance.

STUDENT SUMMER SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE.

INSTRUCTIONS: Read each question carefully before answering.
When answering check the numbor.Which bast
represents your feelings. Where written

. anmers are requested, write.yoUr answer or
comments in the space provided.

bistrict Classes Taken

School__

I. Check the appropriate box to'indicate whether your summer
school course(s) provided you with the values you-expected
to receive when you registered for the course.

Rat needs'u1Iy Met most needs Met some needs Met few neeors

-----------.___

bid not meet nee



How did your parents feel about your registering for
summer school?

1. They insisted upon my registration.

2. They encouraged my registration. 6

3. We discussed it, but the choice was mine.

4. The choice was left,entirely to me.

5. They had no strong feelings either way.

6. Other

124

III. From the following list select three items which had an
,effect upon your registering for summer school. Rank
them according to first (1)0 second (2) and third (3)
choice.

My parents wished-me to enroll.

The school counselor recommended that I take this
course0

My teacher encouraged me to register.

My friends were registering for this course.

I needed to make up this class.

This course enables MB to qualify for advanced
courses.

This course enables me to develop personally.

This course offered easy credit.

-I liked the summsr schc61,,teacher..

Other
(Please specif5)

IV. As bassd upon your experience, what type of student do
you feel-can benefit the most from summer school
attendance?

1. The academically talented or gifted student?
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?. The average student?

3. The remedial or slow student?

4. Any or all of the above students?

V. On the basis of your participation in this year's
summer school, would,you plan to register again next
summer?

1. Yes, I anticipate registering again.

2. It depends on wheother the classes I would need
or like would be offered.

3. No, I haven't given much thought to registering.

4. Other
P ease spec

VI. Wh t did you like most about yow summor school programl

VII. What did ytra like least?

VIII. What would you like to see included,ta the summer
school program?



APPENDIX F

DISTRIBUTION INSTRUCTIONS

THE STATE OF UTAH
Dapartment of Public Instruction

223 State Capitol Building
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

22 June 1965
1 A A

TO: District Superintendents

FRGM: Norman F, Hyatt, Specialist, Cprrtculum Research
Carl E. Pettersson, Project Director

SUBJECT: Summer. School Program Evaluation

-
Enclosed you will find copies of the questionnaire

that we have referred to in our contact with you pertaining
to-the evaluation of the summer school program.

Based upon figures slibmitted in your proposal,
students are enrolled in your district's summer school pro-
grm, student questionnaires-and A parent ques-
tionnaires are enclosed to be distributircrTselepted",
students and parents.-- Would you kindly distribute the
appropriate questionnaires on the following basis:

.1, Randomly select students from the
summer school students enrolled.* One-haTr-311
,thes students will answer only the student
questfaBarFe. The other half ( students)
are asked to take a parent questaaliWie home to
be completed by parents. An example is given to
clarify this procedure.

Example: If your district were to have 200 students
enrolled in the summer school program

.and you were to receive a total of 10
student and 10 parent questionnaires,

*Even though you are randomly selecting students
whenever possible please attempt to have representatives from
both elementary and secondary levels, from various courses
offered, and from the different schools participating.
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these questionnaires would be distri-
buted aS follows: Firsi, identify every
tenth student enrolled to be a partici-
pant. Twenty students would thus be
identified. Second, every other student
of the twenty identified would fill
out a student questionnaire. Third, the
remaining alternate students would take
home a parent questionnaire for parent
completion.

2. Your quota of teacher auestionnaires is
Ples5e distribute these randomly according FF.-. the
total staff involved in the summer school program
in a fashion similar to'that described under #1.

We are asking to have these questionnaires completed
before che end of the next to the last week of your summer
school operation. Please forward all questionnaires from
your district to Dr. Hyatt's office as soon as they are
collected from the respondents in order to permit early tabu-
lation of these results.

Your assistance is greatly appreciated.
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APPENDIX H

STATE OF UTAH
Department of Public Instruction
T. H. Bell, State Superintendent

223 State Capitol
Salt Lake City, Utah

ADMINISTRATIVE STANDARDS & PROCEDURES
FOR IMPLEMENTING STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

POLICIES FOR
EXTENDED YEAR AND SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAMS

IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN 'UTAH

MARCH 1965
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I, Introduction and Purposes

The 1965 Legislature appropriated $800,000_to be allo-t

cated to school districts in Utah on the basis of a formula

to be promulgated by the State Board of Education. Testimony

before the Legislature by leaders in education and preltmtnary

discussion documents prepared for tbe purpose of introducing

the matter-to theLegislature established the purposes of,the

legislation as: (1) extending instructional offerings and

summer school opportunities to students, and (2) making it

possible-for local school districts to-employ'selected teachers

for teaching and for instructional improvement activities;

'While it is generally conceded-that service to students

must be the.over-riding purpose-for-sviMmer school, it is

recognized that service-to students cwcome about through:

(1) direct teaching-learning situatiOns for students dpring

the summer months, and () teachers' summer activities which

are designed for the improvement of services to Students

during-the regular school years.

-_Direct teadhing-learning-situations for students may

be accomplished by-providing,activities for students which

will extend learning opportunities and-meet the needs of

youngsteri not met during the regular sChool year-program.

Such activities-could include: regular courses,:enrichment

courses, make-up work, remedial-and special education

classes,-advanced or accelerated classes,,field trips, summer
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camps, and a variety of activities calculated to provide

exploration and experimentation opportunities as well as

-depth and breadth tn course work and special interest pro-

jects.

Summer activities for teachers, other than those in

programs involving students, could include: preparing

special materials for instruction; writing curriculum

materials, study guides, and units for teaching; surveying

new instruc.tional materials and equipment; reviewing-evalua-

tive procedures; selecting textbooks and other materials;

doing research; producing TV and-radio programs; preparing

tapes andother audio-visual aids and devices; gaining new

insights into how children learn; and participating in

district sponsored in-service 'development programs'in fields

related to-teaching -assignments.

II.. Application-for Pro ram Ap royal

A-district.ehall make application for.funds and program

approval by submitting a plan to the-State'School.Office.

The plan shall be.based upon a sound educational:Trogram for

students.and the wise utilization af professional services-

of teachers and ehall be in accordance with standards set

forth by the State Board of-Education.

. Application shall be made on forms, provided for that

purpose and shall-te supplemonted-by a:written description

of the plan as required in the indtructions containethon the
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The forms-are meant only to proVide a framework within

which local districts can plan their sumMer programs.

Enough flexibility can be expected to allow districts to meet

local needs and Conditions. Further, creativeness and imagi-

nation in programming is encouraged.

A:Pproval by the State School Office must be obtained

prior- io the beginning of the summer school session.

Plans fót succeeding summer sessions must be submitted

not later than March 1 of the school year preceding the

summer in which the session is held.

'ApproVal of plans submitted will be giien by the State

School Office as'soon as is practicable following the_date

of receipt of the'application.

III. Allocation of Funds

Funds will be allocated to loCal school districts on

the basis of $80.00 per distribution unit. The nmmber- of

dlitribution units to which a district is entitled wiil be

determined from its estimated data for the ensuing school

year according to the number of units contained in (1) special

school approvals, and (2) regular elementary and secOndary

school programs, including full time kindergarten. Final

payment will be based upon actual performance and costs of

the approved program. The-initiarallocation Will be

adjUsted-to-acitual final data.
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If the aggregate number of distribution units for, the

state multiplied by ,$80.00 exceeds .$800,000, . then the, amount

per distribution unit will :be a lesser amount prorrated

among the school districts. Where funds in excess of the

$80.00 ,per distribution unit are available the amount per

distribution unit shall be increased accordingly.

In, the event districts do. not utilize the funds to

which they are entitled, by failing to receive .prngram.,

approval or loy failing_ to, complete, the proposed program,

funds will be ,reallocated: to . the remaining distric:ts upon

approval of an alternate, extended or additional plan for
.

utilization of funds beyond.. their ,regular entitlement.

IV. Standards for .Program, Approval

The State School Office will require.that the follow-

ing standards be met before approval of a program is.given,
Districts_ should:also try to meet.as many of the recommenda-

tions as is practicable.

A. Standard No., 1 - Teacher Certification and Selection

1._ No teacher may teach during the summer months who.

does not hold a valid teaching certificate for the,

position to, which that teacher l.'s assigned.

Recommendations:.

Secondary teachers should not teach outside their

major fleld, of _preparation.

2, Only those teachers who, have had three. or more years
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of Successful teaching experiende should be selected.

Elementary teachers shoUld teach the grade level to

which they are accustomdd.

L. Care should be given to the selection of the very

best qualified person:Available in terms of emotional

stability, past perforMance and instructional methods

fOr the giarticular cOurSe or class offered.

B. Standard No. 2 - Course of Study

1. All instructional material used must te In harmony

with'regular courses bf Study and study guides.

2. Textbooks selected must be-from the state adopted

list.

lOcammendations:

1. 1;listiiicts should utilize counseling services to

determine the best program to meet the needs of the

4turients being served.

Classes established-should attempt to meet the needs

Of'students which: have not been mot-during the regular

year.

8tandard No. 3 - PuPil-Teacher Ratio

1. Established pupil-teadher ratios for remedial

classes and special-edimatiOn classeslwill be:obseieved.

Recommendationsl

1.' Distribts should-try to keep, the pupil-teacher ratio

law in those classes which are held for the purpose
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of enrichment,, advanced training, or acceleration.

2, _The pupil-teach6r ratio for, any class should not

exceed that which is the'standard for_the district

for the program during the regular school, year.,

D. Standard No. 4_7-Direct Teaching of Students

J. 'Where-the number of teachers employed for 1n-service

training.and curriculum development projects exceeds

the number employed for direct teaching of-students

distrIcts are _required to- justify,the rationale of

their-program and explain in detail.the benefits to

-students to be!,derived therefrom.

Recommendations:

1. The length of day for students should notbe longer

-thawthree hoursand those hourvshould,be prior to

,noon timo.:

2, Where school districts,areable to limit the student

day to threehours teachers.should be offered the

;opportunity of -other professional service work for

the balance of the day.

3. Students should. notbe,permitted to enroll.in more

thawtwo,acoelerated or-advanced classes.

Standard-No.=-Schoo1-.Ca1endar

1. Summer programs as defined herein.must beoffered

-'during:the perio,djrom June. l-through,Zeptember 1.

1 41
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RedaMmeridatiOns:

I. 'School districts should ordinarily providefor summer

sessions for students for at least four weeks.

Additional time is highly recommended-.'

2. 'SthoOl administrators should bate admittance to the

program on need v:nd on the commitment of the indi-

vidUal student. Students who register are expected

to be in attendance.

F. Standard. No. 6 = Costs to Students

*There shall be no tuition charge anade:td students

under this program. School districts may 13harge the

usual incidental feestprescribed by policy for regu-

*lar'school students.

AlecommendatiOns:.

1. School distriats are .encouraged :to keep costs to

students at a minimum.

G. 'Standard No,-7 - Supervision

1. All summer school classes shall be organized and

administered by the duly constituted local school

'authorities.

2. Salaries for superintendents And regularlremployed

fulltime administrative personnel cannot be paid in

whole or in, part 'from funds Sunder this aUthoritation.

3.''SuPerVisory personnel for classrocim*workand for

coordination"of spedial teacher actiVities may be
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employed but payment for such superviiion cannot

exceed a ratio of $9.00 for each approved'distribu-

tion unit.

Recommendations:

1. School districts should Provide forsupervision of

all activities by qualified individuals.

:It is'expected that regular personnel already under

full employment will assume the major supervisory

roles thus leaving money free to finance student

sAnstruttiOn and employment of greater numbers of

,personnel.

H. -Standard go. 8 .Record Keeping and Accounting

1. School districts shall maintain strict accounting

records on all phases of the program in oisder to

assureaccurate data for reports.

Recommendations:

1. Regular budget categories should be utilized 'for

spreading expenditures wherever tiossible.

I. Other General 'Recommendations:

1. Every effort should be made to establish programs

tor asmany students as can profit thereby and which

can .be financed by allocations under this act.

, Roll bdoks, and permanent record foldirs should be

utilized to provide essential idata4 Care should be

taken to place-pertinent data in each'student's
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permanent record folder.

3. Each district should determine its policy regarding

credit to be offered: Care should be taken to inform

students and parents,of the policy prior to the

beginning of the program._ Where credit is given it
,

should be consistent 'With requirements for credit in

the 'regulaxt program:.

4. State funds provided undex this program nay be used

Or't,x4riiiiOrtatipn of students if the district so

desires; however, districts should take care not to
. .

spend eiceseive amOuntsOn transportation to and

fram sch'ool thus depriving students and teaótiers of

needed programs. Other claims against the state for

transportation during the regular summer session Will

not be,honored.

5. 'Piliment 'Of teacheri ialaries should follaw the

salarY schedule of:the respective district.



Name

Birthplace

Birthdate

High School

,

Technical Training

College

Degrees , ,

Certificates

.

VITA

--,

Carl Emmanuel I'et terss on

- -

Salt Lake City, Utah

2 September 1920

Cyprus High School
Magna, Utah

Salt Lake, Trade ,and Technical
Institute, Salt Lake city, Utah,
1956 -

U.S. Naval ,Engineer:ing School
ge141._,rt, AhOde Island, 1945

,

Latter-day Saint BUsineds College
Salt Lake Oity,.,7tah9,1940

University :of Utah
Salt Lake City; Utah

M.S.,. University of ;Utah",
Salt --Lake CitY, Utah; 1965

B.S. , University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah1951

Erig4leering Certificate_
Efavy:Departmant, Bureau of Naval

Monnel, Newport, Rhode Island,

General Elementary Education
Certificate and Diploma
Unlversity of Utah
Salt Lake City, 1951

General Secondary Education
Certificate, University of Utah
Salt Lake City, 1956

Utah School Administrator
Certificate, State of Utah, 1959



Military ,

_Profe-s4onal'positionss.

'

4 1-

U.S. Naval Service
Machinest Mate 1st-C1ass'
-Honorable Discharge, 1945

Engineering Division Petty Officer
U.S. Navy
Operational and Supervisory
1945-1956

Plant Co-ordinator
Concentrator and Refinery System
Kennecott Copper Corporation
1957

Conference Leader
Kennecott Copper Corporation
1951-1953, 1955-1957

Director, Management Center
.Westminster College,
Sqlt Lake City, titah,'1961--'
_present

'Teacher, Granger High School
Grarite-Sohool District
Granger, Utah, 1958-present

Professional Organilations Phi Delta Kappa
Alpha Upsilon Chapter
University of Utah
Salt Lake City, Utah

National Education Association

Utah Association of rocial Studies

'Granite Education Association

Publications

-,

Supervisory Development New's Letter
_Kennecott Copper Corporation
Utah Copper Division

Leader's Guides
Trade and Technical Education
Kennecott Copper Corporation
Utah Copper Division



Civic Activitieg.

Church Activities
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State Senator, State of Ufah
Legislature present
A. Chairman, Rules Committee
B. Business & Commerce ,Committee
C. Revenue'A Taxation-Committee
D. Judiciary Committee

'State Representative, Utah State-
Legislature, 35th and 36th ses-
sions
A. Chairman, Business-Commerce

Comniittee
B. Sifting Committee
C. Education Committee
D. Elections Committee
E. Industrial Expansion Conmiit-

.
tee

F. Appropriation Committee

President Oquirrh Stake - present
Oqi.lifaVh Stake Presidency
-Latter-Day Saint Church
_1958-1965

Wo'rk Director
Pioneer Regional Welfare Staff
Latter-clay ,paint Church,
1958-1963 '
Superintendent Stake Y.M.M.I.A.
Oquirrh Stake
Latter-day Saint Church
1956-1958

,
President Bern District
Beyn, Switzerland
Swiss-Austrian Mission
1954-1955

President-Thun Branch

7
Switzerland

Swiss-Austrian

Latter-day Saint Mission
Swiss-Austrian
1953-1955



Personal

-

Wife: Ann Louise Madill
Children:
Carl M., age 24
Linda Ann, age 17
Charlene Judith, age 15

-


